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INTRODUCTION 


This  volume  contains  comments  received  from  federal,  state,  and  local  agencies,  and  the 
general  public  during  the  public  hearings  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS) 
and  during  the  entire  DEIS  comment  period.  The  comment  period  began  on  May  8, 1997  and 
closed  on  September  8, 1997.  In  accordance  with  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act 
(NEPA),  public  and  agency  comments  were  reviewed  and  incorporated  into  this  Final  EIS. 
These  public  and  agency  comments  will  be  used  by  the  decisionmaker  for  the  project 
evaluation. 

Comment  and  Response  Process 

Comments  on  the  DEIS  were  generated  through  both  written  correspondence  and  verbal 
testimony  during  the  DEIS  public  comment  period.  The  following  process  was  used  for 
reviewing  and  responding  to  these  comments: 

•  All  comment  letters  and  verbal  testimony  were  reviewed  carefully  and  assigned  a 
unique  number.  This  number  was  also  assigned  to  the  commentor. 

•  Within  each  comment  letter  or  testimony,  substantive  comments  were  identified  and 
bracketed.  These  bracketed  comments  were  then  reviewed  by  a  resource  specialist 
and  provided  an  individual  response.  Three  guidelines  were  used  for  determining 
substantive  comments. 

1.  The  comment  questioned  the  proposed  action,  alternatives,  or  other  components 
of  the  proposal. 

2.  The  methodology  of  the  analysis  or  results  were  questioned. 

3.  The  use,  adequacy,  and/or  accuracy  of  data  were  questioned. 

Due  to  the  similarity  of  many  comments,  some  comments  were  assigned  the  same 
response. 

•  The  individual  bracketed  comments  were  assigned  a  response  code  corresponding 
to  a  specific  response.  These  responses  (and  codes)  were  organized  according  to 
resource.  For  example,  all  responses  to  comments  regarding  biological  resources 
were  grouped  together,  and  likewise  for  each  resource  covered  in  the  EIS.  The 
responses  to  comments  appear  in  the  Response  section  of  this  volume. 

Many  letters  received  were  form  letters  or  duplicates  of  one  another.  These  letters  were  also 
assigned  a  unique  number.  However,  only  one  example  of  each  type  of  form  letter  or  duplicate 
letter  received  was  printed  in  the  document. 

An  alphabetical  directory  of  commentor's  names,  with  their  associated  comment,  was  also 
generated  and  is  provided  in  this  volume. 
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Locating  Your  Comment  Letter  or  Public  Testimony 

Two  directories  are  provided  to  locate  your  name.  The  first  directory  provides  an  alphabetical 
listing  of  commentors  by  last  name.  The  second  directory  only  provides  a  listing  of  individuals 
who  submitted  a  form  or  duplicate  letter.  After  locating  your  name,  note  the  number  in  the 
third  column.  This  number  was  assigned  to  your  comment  letter  and  is  stamped  on  the  upper 
right-hand  corner  of  the  letter. 

The  comment  letters  are  printed  in  numerical  order  and  are  organized  into  four  sections: 
written  comments,  verbal  comments,  agency  and  cooperating  agency  comments.  Public 
comment  letters  begin  with  0001;  verbal  comments  begin  with  8000;  and  agency  and 
cooperating  agency  comment  letters  begin  with  9000. 

If  a  number  appears  in  the  fourth  column,  that  means  you  submitted  a  form  letter,  and  the 
number  tells  you  which  form  letter  example  to  locate. 

Locating  Responses  to  Comments 

All  comment  letters  were  given  a  response  code.  Response  codes  are  printed  next  to  one  or 
more  bracketed  areas  in  the  left  margin  of  the  comment  letters.  The  response  codes  are  listed 
below.  Responses  are  found  in  the  Response  section  of  this  volume. 


Resource 

Response  Code 

General 

GE 

Purpose  and  Need 

PN 

Process 

PR 

Description  of  the  Proposed  Action 

and  Alternatives 

DP 

Airspace 

AU 

Noise 

NO 

Safety 

SF 

Hazardous  Materials  and  Solid 

Waste  Management 

HZ 

Earth  Resources 

ER 

Water  Resources 

WR 

Air  Quality 

AQ 

Biological  Resources 

BI 

Cultural  Resources 

CU 

Land  Use  and  Transportation 

LU 

Recreation  and  Visual  Resources 

RV 

Socioeconomics 

SO 
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Last  Name 

First  Name 

Comment  Letter 

Form  Letter 

Abrams 

Jeff  . 

0294 

Acee 

Jim  &  Susan 

0796 

Ackleson 

Scott 

0088 

0015 

Adams 

Michael 

0329 

Adams 

Kathleen 

0397 

Adams 

Walter  K. 

1043 

1021 

Adams 

Cora  M. 

1044 

1032 

Addison 

Rick 

0549 

0015 

Albedyll 

Robert 

1064 

1023 

Alexander 

Cindy 

0579 

Alff 

Mike 

0047 

0015 

Alger 

Donna  K. 

1069 

1023 

Allans 

F. 

0976 

Allen 

Woodrow 

0438 

0015 

Allen 

Patrick 

0613 

0015 

Allen 

Elaine 

0996 

Allen 

John 

1165 

Allen 

Edwina 

8148 

Allison 

Glen 

0924 

Allister 

Pamela 

0354 

Allister 

Pamela 

8124 

Allred 

Judith 

1076 

1021 

Almgrew 

Mark  J. 

0689 

0015 

Almond 

Greg 

0168 

0015 

Alsobrooks 

Carl  &  Dolores 

0947 

Ambrose 

Joseph 

0664 

0015 

Amys 

Gerald 

0087 

0015 

Anderson 

Wallace  E. 

0076 

0015 

Anderson 

Frank  &  Stacey 

0348 

Anderson 

Jack 

0423 

0015 

Anderson 

Brett 

0483 

0015 

Anderson 

Glenn  E. 

0598 

0015 

Anderson 

Stewart 

0890 

Anderson 

Iris 

1151 

Anderson 

Norm 

8134 

Andreis 

Arthur  J. 

0669 

0015 

Andresen 

Leila  Hinton 

1206 

Andrew 

Nancy  G. 

0128 

0015 

Andrews 

Richard  &  Judith 

0407 

Ashby 

Raymond  &  Paula 

0769 

Ashford 

John 

0803 

Asper 

Paul 

0143 

0015 

Ater 

Gail 

8022 
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Last  Name 

First  Name 

Comment  Letter 

Form  Letter 

Ater 

Gail 

8031 

Atwood,  Jr. 

Stanford 

0619 

0015 

Bachelder 

Carol 

0554 

Bachman 

Frank  &  Cindy 

1193 

Bachman 

Lynne 

0883 

Bahls 

Peter 

0702 

Balcerak 

Theresa 

0856 

Baldwin 

Fred 

0389 

0015 

Balken 

Shane 

0327 

Banfield 

W.  David 

0187 

0015 

Barger 

Jerry  L. 

0529 

0015 

Barker 

Richard 

0940 

Barlow 

John 

1010 

0853 

Barnett 

Vem 

1142 

Barney 

Jeff 

1166 

Barringer 

8120 

Barry 

Charles 

0455 

0015 

Barry 

Warren 

8035 

Bartlett 

R.W. 

8023 

Bartlett 

Lee 

0353 

Bartley 

Bruce 

0841 

0015 

Barton 

D.  Michael 

8106 

Barton,  Jr. 

Robert  B. 

|  0516 

Barton,  Jr. 

D.  Michael 

|  8115 

Batchelder 

Patricia 

0556 

Bauer,  Jr. 

Max 

0043 

0015 

Baum 

Robert 

1056 

1021 

Baumm 

Darwin  D. 

0041 

0015 

Bear 

Robert 

8062 

Beardall 

David  L. 

0066 

0015 

Becker 

Kurt 

1107 

Belisle 

Betty 

1091 

0853 

Bell 

Ronald  W. 

0058 

0015 

Bell 

Carl 

0204 

0015 

Bender 

Robert 

1205 

Bender 

Eve 

1210 

1205 

Bennett 

Larry  K. 

0111 

0015 

Bennett 

Trevor 

1081 

Bent 

Julia 

0923 

Bentley 

Clint 

0580 

0015 

Bentz 

Laurice 

0732 

Bentz 

Laurice 

0733 

Bergh 

Jan . J 

1187 

1186 

Bergh 

Dave 

1188 

1186 

Bermen 

Bermensolo 

John  F. 

Claude 

0119 

0254 

0015 
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Last  Name 

First  Name 

Comment  Letter 

Form  Letter 

Bermensolo 

A1 

0275 

Bermensolo 

Claude 

1049 

1032 

Bermensolo 

Claude 

1050 

1021 

Bermensolo 

Claude 

1051 

1021 

Bermensolo 

John 

1063 

1021 

Bermensolo 

Oledeen 

1066 

1021 

Bermensolo 

Alan 

8004 

Best 

Michael  R. 

0700 

0015 

Best 

Cindy 

1059 

1023 

Bettas 

Richard  A. 

0686 

0015 

Beyer 

Steven  C. 

0444 

0015 

Bezdeka 

Tom 

1012 

Biaggne  _ _ 

Russ 

1147 

Bideganeta 

8006 

Biggs  _  .  .  . . 

Teresa 

0278 

Billings 

Barbara 

0978 

Bingen 

Michael  J. 

0488 

0015 

Black 

Laurie 

0246 

Black 

Paul  M. 

0474 

0015 

Black 

Laurie 

8015 

Black 

Lena 

8059 

Blackburn 

Joseph  M. 

0538 

0015 

Blackmore 

William  R. 

0477 

0015 

Blaisdell 

Robin 

0349 

Blaisdell 

Robin 

8140 

Blanton 

Lowell 

0008 

Blier 

Wayne  M. 

0272 

Blough 

Marvin  &  Mary 

1085 

Boehlke 

Gary 

1079 

Boester 

Robert 

8086 

Bond 

Raymond 

0195 

0015 

Borchert 

Nick 

0273 

Bordeleau 

Jacques 

0891 

Borel 

Michael  J. 

0379 

Boswell 

JoAnn 

0874 

Boucher 

Joe 

0667 

0015 

Bower 

Craig  A, _ _ 

0216 

0015 

Bower 

John 

1067 

1021 

Bowling 

Richard 

0296 

Box 

Roy 

0595 

0015 

Boyd,  Jr. 

E.A. 

0161 

0015 

Boyer 

Sylvia 

1073 

1021 

Boyles 

Jean 

0305 

Brack 

Judy 

0855 

0853 

Brackett 

Bert 

1173 

Bradburn 

JiU 

0915 
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Last  Name 

First  Name 

Comment  Letter 

Fortn  Letter 

Brady 

Del 

0120 

0015 

Brammer 

Tim 

0576 

0015 

Brandow 

Barry 

0662 

0015 

Bran  ting 

Jason 

1095 

Brasher 

Rick 

0034 

0015 

Bray 

Gene  E. 

0632 

Breland 

Frank 

0468 

0015 

Briley 

John  _ _ 

0933 

Brodersen 

Bill 

8012 

Brodesser 

Joe 

0473 

0015 

Bromley 

Michael 

0666 

0015 

Brookover 

Gordon 

1041 

1021 

Brooks 

Randy  C. 

0132 

0015 

Brower 

Terry  L. 

0411 

Brown 

Ron 

0005 

Brown 

Kenneth 

0589 

0015 

Brown 

Janie 

1018 

Brungardt 

Joe 

0013 

Brungardt 

Joe 

1169 

Brust 

Dennis 

0577 

0015  1 

Buhler 

Michael 

0173 

0015 

Buhrer 

Gayle 

1128 

Bukowski 

Grace 

1143 

Bukowski 

Grace 

8052 

Bukowski 

Grace 

8068 

Bullock 

Ann 

0942 

Bureau  of  Land 

9005 

Burick 

R.J.  . _ . . . 

0081 

Burke 

Charles 

0954 

Burnett 

Gregory 

0603 

0015 

Burnham 

James 

1164 

Burnham 

Jim 

8094 

Burns  _ 

John 

9006 

Burrell 

Garold  F. 

1138 

Burrows 

Bill 

0992 

0015 

Busboom 

Roger  A. 

0626 

0015 

Bush 

Edward 

1029 

1021 

Bush  &  Anne  Marie  Hill 

Anne 

1030 

1021 

Bush-Clark 

Jenny 

0359 

Bush-Clark 

Jenny _ 

8125 

Butler 

C.  Danny 

0197 

0015 . Z'ZZ 

Butsack 

Raymond  L. 

0372 

Cabala 

Jack 

0877 

0015 

Caccia _ 

John 

8026 

Cacdac 

Manuel  A. 

0661 

0015 

Cain 

Mitch 

0049 

0015 
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Last  Name 

First  Name 

Comment  Letter 

Form  Letter 

Caldbrisi 

Dominick 

0542 

0015 

Camiccia 

Don 

0169 

0015 

Camp 

Heidi 

0979 

Capocaccia 

John 

0647 

0015 

Caporale 

Louis  A. 

0545 

0015 

Caputo 

Paula 

0871 

Cardozo 

William 

1003 

Carlson 

Robert  T. 

0403 

Carlson 

Phyllis 

0498 

0015 

Carlson 

A. Oscar 

0688 

0015  ! 

Carollo 

Jim 

0713 

0015 

Carpenter 

Damara 

0225 

Carpenter 

Damara 

8049 

Carroll  &  Janneen  Day 

Mark 

0838 

Caterson 

Denee 

0906 

Caughlin 

Elizabeth 

0306 

Caughlin 

Elizabeth 

8075 

Caywood 

John 

0795 

Chambers 

Thomas  F. 

0424 

0015 

Chambers 

John _ _ _ 

0921 

Chandler 

Asa 

0984 

Chamesky 

James 

0443 

0015 

Chase 

James  L. 

0419 

0015 

Chase 

Larry 

1042 

1023 

Chastain 

Curtis  S. 

0061 

0015 

Chelstrom 

Tom 

0907 

Chiappone 

Robert 

0643 

0015 

Chisholm 

Bill 

0415 

Chisholm 

SSMMMiMiH 

1055 

1023 

Christ 

Corrine 

0253 

Christensen 

Robert  C. 

0112 

0015 

Christensen 

Howard  Lynn 

0758 

0015 

Christensen 

Ann 

0975 

Christenson 

Fred 

8073 

Christiano 

Angelo 

0470 

0015 

Church 

Fred 

0396 

Citizen 

Concerned 

0743 

City  of  Kuna 

9003 

Clare 

Rita 

0987 

Clark 

John 

0071 

0015 

Clark 

William 

0324 

Clark 

William 

0330 

Clark 

G.T. 

0374 

Clark 

Lori 

0400 

Clark 

Jason 

0783 

Clark 

Bill 

0914 
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Last  Name 

First  Name 

Comment  Letter 

Form  Letter 

Clark 

Bill 

8150 

Clemens 

Glen  &  Alice 

0826 

Cochrane 

Barbara 

0849 

Cody 

Pat 

0392 

Cole 

Vicki 

0401 

Collie 

W.R. 

0092 

0015 

Colson 

Robert 

1031 

1021 

Conley 

R.  Dean 

0506 

0015 

Connell 

Stephen  P. 

0018 

0015 

Connolly 

John 

0659 

0015 

Conradsen 

R.  Kent 

0665 

0015 

Cooley 

Gina 

1015 

Coons 

Robert  E. 

0493 

0015 

Cooper 

John  &  Joon 

0555 

0413 

Cooper 

Paul  &  Viola 

1000 

Corbus 

Wanda  L. 

1045 

1021 

Cornwell 

Wesley  L. 

0067 

0015 

Cotner 

Jerry  B. 

0465 

0015 

Couchum 

Carol 

0317 

Couper 

Charles  M. 

8011 

Couper 

Charles  M. 

8013 

Cox 

Mary  Anne 

0835 

Crate 

Arthur 

0515 

0015 

Craven 

0905 

Creely 

Andrew 

0501 

0015 

Cresse 

Barbara 

0256 

Cresse 

Jerre 

0264 

Cresto 

Joe _ _ _ _ 

0145 

0015  . 

Crist 

Roger  E. 

0872 

Crocker 

Nan 

1006 

Crum 

David  H. 

0131 

0015 

Crum 

J.  Kirk 

0375 

Cullen 

James  A. 

0211 

0015 

Currey 

Larry 

0478 

0015 

Currier 

R.L. 

0085 

0015 

Currier 

David  L. 

0544 

0015 

Czoschke 

Steve 

0487 

0015 

Dahm 

Richard  T. 

0540 

0015 

Dakins 

Maxine 

0842 

Dale 

Gretchen 

0983 

Dan 

Carrie 

8043 

Dan 

Carrie 

8067 

Dann 

Carrie 

1182 

Dapolito 

George  M. 

0090 

0015 

Davies 

Karin 

0848 

Davis 

Warren  G. 

0391 

8 


Directory  of  Commentors 


Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho  Final  EIS 


Last  Name 

First  Name 

Comment  Letter 

Form  Letter 

Davis 

Charles 

0740 

Davis 

Eric 

1179 

Dean 

Mariann 

0716 

0015 

Decker 

Fredric 

0606 

0015 

Decker 

Corey 

1184 

Denfeld 

Kay 

0629 

Denison 

Mr.  &  Mrs.  J. 

0836 

Densley 

Clair 

8008 

Denton 

M. Rodney 

0165 

0015 

Dick 

Richard 

0338 

Diehl 

Larry  L. 

0657 

0015 

Dietrich,  Jr. 

Michael 

1021 

Diez 

.""SSI 

0823 

DiGrazia 

Robert 

0248 

DiGrazia 

Mary  Kay 

0384 

DiGrazia 

Robert 

1180 

0015 

DiGrazia 

Robert 

8038 

Dinger 

0819 

Dodson 

0321 

Dollar 

Dow 

0191 

0015 

Doster 

Glenn 

0870 

Douenberg 

Jim 

0420 

0015 

Downer 

John  R. 

0656 

0015 

Downing 

Greg 

0955 

Dredge 

Richard 

0063 

0015 

Dreeszen 

Doug  &  Patricia 

0133 

0015 

Dressel,  Jr. 

Paul 

0448 

0015 

Driver 

Philip 

0612  ! 

0015 

Drott 

Earl 

0072 

0015 

Drum 

Rado  O. 

0210 

0015 

Dube,  Jr. 

Rene  J. 

0510 

0015 

Dubs 

Roger  D. 

0212 

0015 

Dubs 

Arthur  R. 

0219 

0015 

Dufault 

Renee 

8055 

Duke 

Beth  M. 

0016 

Dull 

Rex 

1140 

Durr 

Kim 

0410 

Dusick 

Donald  R. 

0062 

0015 

Eastlake 

Bill 

0963 

Eaton 

0359  ..  .1 

0091 

0015 

Ebbs 

Robert  F. 

8005 

Ebersberger 

Arthur  D. 

0430 

0015 

Ebertz 

Kirk  &  Pam 

0909 

Eckel 

Natalie  M. 

0571 

0015 

Eckert 

Armand 

0245 

Eckert 

Armand 

8014 

Directory  of  Commentors  9 


Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho  Final  EIS 


Last  Name 

First  Name 

Comment  Letter 

Form  Letter 

Eddy 

Charles  H. 

0368 

Edington 

C.C.  &  Ruth 

1082 

Edwards 

Steve 

0064 

0015 

Egan 

Nancy 

0236 

Einhaus 

Bob 

0980 

Ellis 

Gary  G. 

0627 

Ellison 

Brian 

0949 

Elsinger 

Cyril  G. 

0699 

0015 

Elswood 

Jackie 

1112 

Embry 

Judith 

0964 

Emmen 

Keith 

1126 

Engel 

N. 

0060 

0015 

Entsminger 

Frank  &  Sue 

0876 

0015 

Erickson 

James  O. 

0592 

0015 

Escalanti 

Leight 

0286 

Eshelman 

Harold 

0610 

0015 

Esper 

Vaughn 

0642 

0015 

Everest 

Craig 

0897 

Everton 

Clyde  &  Frances 

0291 

Everton 

F.P. 

0811 

Farace 

Tony 

0499 

0015 

Fargason,  III 

William  H. 

0520 

0015 

Farley 

Bill . 

0447 

0015 

Farrer 

C.  Robert 

0658 

0015 

Fauci 

Joanie 

8113 

Feiglstok 

Randy 

0918 

Feldman 

Murray 

1191 

Fenske 

Ronald  J. 

0209 

0015 

Fereday 

jeff  "  ,’zrrrri 

0335 

Feriani . 

Ralph 

0596 

0015 

Fetzer 

Kurt  A. 

0479 

0015 

Fischer 

C. 

0812 

Fischman 

Ken 

1141 

Fisher 

Jack 

8085 

Fite 

Katie 

8103 

Fitzpatrick 

Mark 

0583 

0015 

Flanagan 

Michael 

0899 

Fletcher 

Janice 

0685 

Flocchini 

James 

0939 

Florence 

Frank 

0394 

Flores 

Guadalupe 

1005 

Flynn 

Bill 

0432 

0015 

Fontenot 

Donald  W. 

0889 

Foreyt _ _ _ _ 

William  J. 

0167 

0015 

Foster 

Donald  (Fred) 

0259 

Foundation  for  North 

1131 
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Fouse 

William  C. 

be?! 

0015 

Francis 

Maria 

0790 

Franick 

Sherri 

0604 

0015 

Frechette 

Ray 

8074 

Freed 

William 

0055 

0015 

Freepartner 

Maryann 

0788 

Freske 

Douglas 

0386 

Freudenthal 

Jacque 

1096 

Frickert 

James  F. 

0476 

0015 

Friedly 

Jay  R- . . . 

0744 

0738 

Friedly 

Sandy 

0745 

0738 

Friends  of  the  Bruneau 

1178 

Frizzell 

Bruce  S. 

0373 

Frost 

John  D. 

0735 

0015 

M . . . . . . . . 

Todd 

0624 

0015 

Fry 

George  A. 

0668 

0015 

Fudge  . . _  _  _ _ _ 

John 

0378 

Fuller 

Margaret 

0997 

Gabrick 

James  R. 

0136 

0015 

Gallagher 

Michael 

0880 

0853 

Gardner 

Paul  A. 

0587 

0015 

Gardner 

Nikki 

0938 

Gardner 

Marvin 

8081 

Garrison 

0489 

0015 

Gates 

John 

0074 

0015 

Gaugler 

Dale 

0466 

0015 

Gavin 

Rodney 

1024 

1021 

Gayer 

Mrs.  Paul 

0746 

Gazda 

Ted  J. 

0511 

0015 

Gehrke 

Craig 

8102 

Georges 

Linda 

0822 

Gerdes 

Ronald  H. 

0093 

0015 

Gerg 

Ken 

0070 

Gerritsen 

Jeff  | 

1176 

Gholson 

Beverly 

0932 

Giacomazzi 

Joseph . 

0102 

0015 

Gibson 

Amanda 

0231 

Gibson 

Amanda 

0232 

Gibson 

Amber 

0233 

Gibson 

Lucille  Haynes 

0241 

Gibson 

Amanda 

0299 

Gibson 

Lucille  Haynes 

1172 

Gibson 

Lucille  Haynes 

8036 

Gibson 

Terry 

8040 

Gibson 

Amber 

8047 

Gibson 

Amanda 

8048 

Directory  of  Commentors 


11 


Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho  Final  EIS 


12 


Directory  of  Comtnetitors 


Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho  Final  EIS 


Last  Name 

First  Name 

Comment  Letter 

Form  Letter 

Hallenbeck 

SRA  Steven 

0572 

0015 

Hamilton 

David  B. 

0198 

0015 

Hamilton 

Mike 

1027 

1021 

Hamilton 

Mona 

1035 

1021 

Hamilton 

Bill 

1048 

1023 

Hammann 

Linda 

0865 

Hanchor 

Leilani 

0320 

Hansand 

Larry 

0588 

0015 

Hansen 

Eric  &  Sue 

0114 

0015 

Haraghey,  Jr. 

Harold 

0393 

Harmon 

Elizabeth  A. 

0707 

Harms 

Dr.  John 

0356 

Harms 

George  R. 

0539 

0015 

Harms 

John 

8131 

Harris 

Donna 

0847 

Hart 

Lee 

0141 

0015 

Hart  &  Mike  Corbett 

Gail 

0638 

Hartzler 

Jeffrey 

0601 

0015 

Hatcher 

James  E. 

0144 

0015 

Hausrath 

Anne 

8118 

Haverkom 

David 

0159 

0015 

Hawk 

0920 

Hawley 

Mr.  &  Mrs.  Perry 

0829 

Hayden 

Terry 

0950 

Hayes 

Justin 

1115 

0853 

Hayes 

Marjorie 

8122 

Heath 

W  A . 

0749 

Heddens 

Camelia 

0850 

Hedrick 

Kelly 

1022 

1021. 

Heft 

David  L. 

0536 

0015 

Heidt 

Barry 

0285 

Henderson 

Wayne 

0799 

0015 

Henderson 

Janet 

1075 

1032 

Hendren 

Patrick 

0755 

0015 

Henrickson 

Terri 

8083 

Henry 

Richard  E. 

0026 

0015 

Henry 

Dwayne 

0234 

Hensel 

David 

0674 

Herndon 

Anne 

0886 

Herndon 

Anne 

1101 

Herrington 

Ruth 

0786 

Herrington 

Ruth 

0931 

Heughins 

Russell 

8080 

Heughins  &  Jack  Trueblood 

Russell 

1162 

Hightower _ 

Lyman 

0263 

Hilbert 

H. 

0417 
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Hill 

John  F. 

0099 

0015 

Hill 

Kingsley 

0123 

0015 

Hill 

Steven  D. 

0469 

0015 

Hill 

Matt 

0853 

Hill 

James 

1185 

1184 

Hill,  Jr. 

William  S. 

1208 

Hilliard 

Susan 

1057 

1023 

Hinton 

Warren  L. 

0240 

Hixon 

Ananya 

0860 

Hnetynka 

Jerry 

0692 

0015 

Hoalst 

Preston 

0810 

Hodges 

Dennis  &  Tracy 

0003 

Hoehner 

Carl  G. 

0194 

0015 

Hoffman 

Jim 

0467 

0015 

Hogan 

Mary 

0708 

Hohn 

Bruce  A. 

0463 

0015 

Holland 

Allan  A. 

0040 

0015 

Hollimon 

Peter  W. 

0531 

0015 

Hollister 

James  R. 

0020 

0015 

Holman 

R.  Gayle 

0663 

0015 

Holton 

Nancy 

0277 

Holton 

Mike 

0279 

Holton 

Norman  L. 

0280 

Holworthy 

J.  Craig 

0622 

0015 

Holzbager 

Robert  A. 

0399 

Hooper 

John  W. 

0482 

0015 

Hopkins 

Steve 

8136 

Horn 

Edwin 

0238 

Hornung 

William  J. 

0452 

0015 

Horowitz 

Stephen 

0840 

Hosford 

WE. 

0177 

0015 

Hotter 

Donald 

0611 

0015 

House 

J.  David 

0126 

0015 

Howard 

Harry  C. 

0019 

0015 

Howard 

Bob 

0541 

0015 

Howard 

Rich 

0730 

Howard 

Ted 

8045 

Howard 

Ted 

8066 

Howe 

C.W. 

0458 

0015 

Hoye 

Jack 

0687 

0015 

Hubbard _ 

Donald 

0082 

0015 

Hubbard 

R.  Bruce 

0083 

0015 

Huffsmith 

Robert  S. 

0599 

0015 

Hughes 

William  F. 

0867 

Hummel 

Kay 

0357 

Hummel 

Kay 

8129 
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Hunter 

Ray 

Hunter 

Mary  Ann 

Huntington 

Danna 

Hurley 

Sean 

Hurley 

Sean 

Hutchins 

John 

ID  Fish  &  Game 

ID  Museum  of  Natural 

Idaho  Bird  Hunters,  Inc. 

Idaho  Consumer  Affairs, 

Idaho  Rivers  United 

illegible 

illegible 

illegible 

illegible 

illegible 

illegible 

George 

illegible 

John 

illegible 

Nicholas 

Ingersoll 

Gary  R. 

Iverson 

Hal 

Jackson 

Johnson 

Jackson 

Richard 

Jackson 

Robert 

Jackson 

Mark  A. 

Jackson 

Johnson 

Jacobs 

Kerwin 

Jacobson 

Keith 

Jacobson 

Carl 

Jahanbani 

Jan  R. 

Jakubowics 

Steven 

Jakubowics 

Steve 

Jamieson 

Gary  F. 

Jay . 

Elisabeth 

Jayne 

Gerald 

Jenkins . . . . . 

Charles  A. 

Jenkins 

Ronald 

Jensen 

Wade 

Jensen 

Susan 

Jensen 

Jack 

Jensen 

Jeffrey  A. 

Jepson 

Ben 

Johnson 

Frantz 

Johnson 

Lawrence  C. 

Johnson 

R.B. 

Johnson 

Melvin 
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0966 

0967 

1023 

0683 

0559 

0684 

0558 

0573 

0015 

9004 

9001 

1163 

0364 

1083 

0310 

0712 

0015 

0738 

0742 

0859 

1037 

1021 

1040 

1021 

1071 

0445 

0015 

0981 

0226 

0265 

0425 

0015 

0697 

0015 

8063 

1158 

0404 

0514 

0015 

1209 

1205 

1148 

8101 

0522 

0015 

0793 

0917 

0150 

0015 

0553 

0015 

0137 

0015 

0406 

0561 

0594 

0015 

1088 

0456 

0015 

0535 

0015 

0718 

0015 

0748 
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Johnson 

Terry 

0789 

Johnson 

Kent 

0968 

Johnson 

Everett 

0993 

0015 

Johnson 

Chris 

1132 

Johnston 

Lahsha 

0343 

Johnston 

Nick 

1174 

Johnston 

Lahsha 

1183 

Johnston 

Lahsha 

8032 

Johnston 

Lahsha 

8056 

Johnston 

Lahsha 

8077 

Johnston 

Nick 

8078 

Johnston 

Nick 

8144 

Jones 

Rob 

0011 

Jones 

Mark  S. 

0121 

0015 

Jones 

Jayne  L. 

0289 

Jones 

Shannon 

0300 

Jones 

Jessie 

0315 

Jones 

Tonia 

0318 

Jones 

Michael 

0845 

Jones 

James  W. 

1019 

Jones 

George 

1046 

1021 

Jones 

Allen 

1113 

0853 

Jones 

Robert 

1153 

Jones 

Robert  G. 

8010 

Jones 

Dianne 

8107 

Jones 

Michael 

8108 

Jones 

Jim 

8117 

Joralemon 

Patricia 

0773 

Jorgenson 

Tony  E. 

0139 

0015 

Juchem 

Garnet 

0913 

Juhl 

Patrick 

0190 

0015 

Jussila 

Jeffrey 

0166 

0015 

Kallman 

Glenda 

0858 

Keck 

Daryl 

1117 

Keeline 

JimH. 

0653 

0015 

Keiser 

Don 

0660 

0015 

Kellam 

Janet 

0640 

Keller 

Russell  &  Lori 

0633 

0413 

Kellogg 

Howard 

0723 

0015 

Kelly 

Jennifer 

0833 

Kelly . 

Kieckbusch 

jeff  ' ..  zirz 

Mark 

0995 

0989 

Kiernan 

Robert 

0309 

Kiernan 

Bob 

8079 

Kilgo 

Walter  M. 

0054 

0015 

K^g 

Sen.  Robbi 

8069 
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Kirk 

Ronald  D. 

0581 

0015 

Kirkpatrick 

Joanna 

0930 

Kitchens 

Jack  &  Jeri 

0557 

0413 

Klineburger 

Bert 

0096 

0015 

Kluth 

Dan 

0766 

0015 

Knight 

Chester 

0533 

0015 

Knoblock 

Robert 

1109 

Knotts 

Cloey 

1054 

1021 

Knudtsen 

Karen 

0188 

Kobe 

Dana 

0785 

Kober 

Ronald  A. 

0497 

0015 

Koerwitz 

Tom 

0138 

0015 

Kohler 

Edward  P. 

0199 

0015 

Koldewey 

Larry 

0014 

Koldewey 

Larry 

1097 

Kollmeyer 

Shannon 

0142 

0015 

Kordiyak 

David 

0775 

Kotan,  Jr. 

John  A. 

0586 

0015 

Kresge 

Bob 

1171 

Kreycik 

Hale 

0065 

0015  1 

Krissoff 

William  B. 

0926 

Kroner 

Lud 

0534 

0015 

Krosch 

Bruce  A. 

0827 

Krus 

Dennis 

0186 

0015 

Kruse 

Mary  Ann 

1105 

Kubeja 

Judy 

0869 

Kuflak 

Butch 

0023 

0015 

Kuhlman 

Elizabeth  H. 

0888 

Kuhn 

Wolfgang 

0623 

0015  i 

LaBrie 

Roger 

0127 

0015 

LaFemina 

James  &  Jill 

0339 

Lagegren 

Ken  &  Ginna 

0635 

Lamparelli 

Frank 

0821 

Langenfeld 

Jerry 

0948 

Langworthy 

Helen 

1086 

Larabee 

Cheryl  _ 

0802 

Latham 

John  Pat 

0171 

0015 

Lauer 

Kevin  D. 

0593 

0015 

Laverty 

Kent 

0316 

Lawton 

Randall 

0798 

0015 

Leedy 

Richard 

0602 

0015 

Leibenguth 

Guy 

0646 

0015 

Lenkner 

Charlie 

8028 

Leonard 

Jay  _ _ 

1028 

1023 

Lerew 

Greg . _ . 

0184 

0015 

Lewis 

Sxtzarme 

0334 
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Lewis 

Gregg 

0639 

Lewis 

Suzanne 

8135 

Light 

Harry 

0266 

Linderborn 

Carol  M. 

0824 

Linderman 

Catherine 

1130 

Linders 

Scott 

0164 

0015 

Link 

Charles 

0960 

Littleton 

J.T. 

0428 

0015 

Lock 

Ellen 

0934 

Locke 

Walt 

1133 

Longley 

Bee 

0021 

Lopez 

Sergio 

0670 

0015 

Lott 

Liz 

1058 

1023 

Louderback 

Bill 

0346 

Louderback 

Bill 

0350 

Love 

Steven 

1104 

Loy 

Fred  W. 

0214 

0015 

Lucas 

Laird 

8130 

Luginbill 

Betty 

0928 

Lumpkin 

Ken 

0446 

0015 

Luntey 

Robert  S. 

0244 

Luntey 

Robert 

8020 

Lutz 

Bruce  J. 

0146 

0015 

Lyndaker 

Billy 

0342 

Lyndaker 

Bryan 

0361 

Lyndaker 

Bryan 

8121 

Lyons 

William  J. 

0652 

0015 

Maas 

Helen 

0857 

Mabbett 

Charles 

0894  ~ 

Majesty 

R.F. 

0084 

0015 

Majors 

Gene  S. 

0537 

0015 

Mancuso 

Michael 

1099 

Mancuso 

Michael 

8141 

Manning 

Edith 

0229 

Manning 

F.M. 

0750 

Manning 

Edith 

8057 

Manning 

Claire 

8138 

Marcum 

Pamela 

0314 

Mareusen 

Kent 

1032 

Marks 

Dale 

0922 

Marshall 

Donald 

0125 

0015 

Martin 

Dan 

0155 

0015 

Martinez 

Joanne 

1078 

1021 

Marzinelli 

Marty 

0830 

Mascaro 

Stephen 

0086 

0015 

Mastronardi 

Robert 

0614 

0015 
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Matthews 

M.K. 

0690 

0015 

Maughan 

Ralph 

1119 

May 

Larry 

0945 

Mays,  Jr. 

Robert 

0605 

0015 

McAulay 

Kris 

1074 

1021 

McBride 

Rex 

0079 

0015 

McCarthy 

Ken 

1103 

McCarthy 

John 

8104 

McCasker 

Tom 

0784 

McClintock 

Ralph 

0283 

McCorry 

John  &  LeAnne 

0649 

0015 

McCosker 

Roger 

0148 

0015 

McCoy 

Rodney 

0972 

McDonald 

Thomas  G. 

0724 

0015 

McDonald 

Monty 

1047 

1021 

McDrew 

Richard  M. 

0422 

0015 

McEnaney 

Robert 

1144 

McEnaney 

Robert 

1156 

0247 

McEnaney 

Robert 

8088 

McEuen 

Timothy 

0582 

0015 

McEwen 

JohnC. 

0202 

0015 

McFall 

Marjory  R. 

0887 

McGiboney 

Margrit 

0817 

McGlinsky 

Lee  &  A1 

0360 

McIntosh,  Jr. 

John  E. 

0490 

0015 

McIntyre 

James  T. 

0106 

0015 

McKibbell 

Ronald  E. 

0179 

0015 

McKinley 

Russ 

0898 

McKinney 

Jonnah 

0298 

McLeod 

Charles  P. 

0863 

McMannes 

Alan 

0543 

0015 

McMaster _ _ _ 

Darlene _ 

0068 

McMaster 

Michele 

0414 

McNeely 

Alan 

0304 

McNellis 

Chris 

0387 

Mead 

David 

8037 

Means 

Jon 

0441 

0015 

Mecham 

Lonnie  L. 

0178 

0015 

Melville 

Chi 

0797 

Mercer 

Lee 

8089 

Meredith 

Jerr 

0402 

Meredith 

Mike 

1114 

0853 

Metz 

Pamela  A. 

0122 

0015 

Meyer 

Christopher 

1008 

Meyr 

Herbert _ 

0292 

Meyr 

Herbert 

0332 

0292 
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Meyr 

Herb 

8087 

Mick 

Terry 

0759 

0015 

Milar 

Jean 

1007 

Miller 

Major  F. 

0221 

0015 

Miller 

Leo 

0267 

Miller 

Doug 

0303 

Miller 

Michael  J. 

0412 

Miller 

R.  Scott 

0427 

0015 

Miller 

George 

0475 

0015 

Mink,  Jr. 

Harlan 

9009 

Minnis 

Sarah  E. 

0636 

0413 

Misner 

Mike 

0958 

Misner 

Mike 

1080 

Mode 

David  L. 

0651 

0015 

Monahan 

Arthur  R. 

0033 

0015 

Monasterio 

Frank 

0957 

Mondal 

Kenneth 

0943 

Monroe 

Larry 

0193 

Monroe 

Larry 

8046 

Moody 

Gerald  K. 

0517 

0015 

Moody 

J- . . . . . 

0885 

Moore 

Gary 

0301 

Moore 

William 

1100 

Morgan 

Max  G. 

0134 

0015 

Morgan 

Julie 

0313 

Morgenroth 

Earl  E. 

0192 

0015 

Morris 

Marty 

0030 

0015 

Morris 

Randall  E. 

8021 

Morris 

Randall 

8033 

Mosco 

Don 

0053 

0015 

Moubray,  Jr. 

P.D. 

0618 

0015 

Moyer  &  Gene  Ratcliff 

Judy 

0837 

Munter 

Andy _ _ _ 

1004 

Murray 

Jeffrey  W. 

0015 

Murray 

Robert  A. 

0160 

0015 

Muse 

Jim 

0180 

0015 

Myers 

Bill 

0089 

0015 

Nannini 

Mike 

8044 

Naveran,  Jr. 

James  E. 

0765 

0015 

Neace 

Thomas  F. 

1168 

Neff  _ _ _ _ _ 

Stan 

0140 

0015 

Nehls 

Jeff 

0694 

0015 

Nelson 

Norm 

0741 

Nelson 

Dan 

0752 

Nelson 

Morlan 

0864 

Nelson 

Robert 

0962 
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Neumann 

David 

0416 

Newell 

Charles 

1175 

Newman 

J.  Curtis 

0152 

0015 

Newman 

Leni 

0751 

Newton 

Nola 

0261 

Newton 

Gary 

0262 

Nibler 

George 

1154 

Nicholas 

Gary 

0991 

Nichols 

Sandie 

1070 

Nickels 

Greg  . 

0590 

0015 

Nicklos 

Colleen 

0405 

Nielson 

Peter 

8147 

Nielson 

Peter 

8152 

Nissl 

Jan 

0739 

Nolt 

Leonard 

1013 

Norman 

Ronald  A. 

0157 

0015 

Nourse 

Mary  Ellen 

|  8123 

Obenchain 

Phillip 

0563 

O'Brien 

John  L. 

0174 

0015 

O'Brien 

Kathy 

0919 

O'Crowley 

Janet 

8039 

O'Donnell 

Dennis 

0500 

0015 

O'Lennon 

Beth  &  Bill 

0862 

Oliver 

Greg 

0201 

0015 

Oliver 

Kevin 

0756 

0015 

Olson 

James  . . . 

0290 

Olson 

Warren  E. 

0717 

0015 

Olson 

Earl  &  Roberta 

1020 

Olson 

James 

8098 

Olson-Elle 

Dana 

0754 

O'Neal 

Rosalind 

0902 

Osborn 

Winthrop 

0001 

Osborn 

Marlene 

0002 

Osborne 

Dwight 

0408 

Oslund 

Bob 

1195 

Osminski 

Steve 

0459 

0015 

O'Very 

Patrick 

0804 

0803 

Owel 

David 

0107 

0015 

Owyhee  Canyonlands 

0242 

Owyhee  Canyonlands 

1192 

Owyhee  County 

9002 

Owyhee  County 

9010 

Pacini 

Robert  J. 

0710 

0015 

Pahlisch 

Dennis 

0116 

0015 

Painter 

Gary  V. 

0453 

0015 

Paiva 

James 

1203 
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Paiva 

James 

8058 

Paiva 

James 

9008 

Palmer 

Ann 

0196 

0015 

Palmer 

Michael 

0532 

0015 

Palmgren 

Lois 

0323 

Pardue 

S.O. 

0547 

0015 

Park 

Nicholas 

1125 

Parker 

Joe 

0706 

Parr 

James 

0366 

Parrott 

Mike 

0696 

0015 

Partin 

L. 

1122 

Partin 

S. 

1152 

Patterson,  Jr. 

W.D. 

0454 

0015 

Pederson 

William 

0584 

0015 

Pedrotti 

Daniel  A. 

0728 

0015 

Pellegrino 

Kraig 

0518 

0015 

Pepper 

Frank 

0530 

Perry,  Jr. 

Wylie 

0149 

0015 

Perschel 

Robert 

1200 

Peter 

Duenner 

0879 

0853 

Peters 

Jack  W. 

0503 

0015 

Petersen 

Craig 

8002 

Petersen,  Jr. 

Grant 

0839 

0834 

Petersen,  Sr. 

Grant 

0834 

Peterson 

Polly 

0333 

Peterson 

J.  Reed 

1038 

1021 

Peterson 

Barry  J. 

1061 

.  1021 . 

Peterson 

Polly  A. 

8146 

Petrofsky 

Joseph  G. 

. 0779 

Pettit 

Kara 

8109 

Petty 

Norman 

1062 

1023 

Petty 

Louise 

1065 

1021 

Pfeifer 

Ed 

0767 

0015 

Pflumm 

Ronald  H. 

0105 

0015 

Phillips 

Terry  R. 

0757 

0015 

Phillips 

Andrew 

1093 

_  0853 

Pic'l 

Dean  R. 

0376 

Pierce 

Robert  &  Deanna 

0442 

0015 

Pilling 

Tim 

0578 

0015 

Pippin 

Sophia 

0295 

Pomeroy 

Betsy  &  Nelson 

0560 

, . ~1 . 0413  ”  ”1” 

Pomeroy 

Tom 

0893 

Pomeroy 

Mrs.J.N. 

1124 

Poor 

David 

0308 

Poorman 

Paul 

0358 

Poorman 

Paul 

0828 
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Poorman 

Paul 

8128 

Post 

R.E. 

0217 

0015 

Post 

William 

0985 

Potts 

Stanley 

0108 

0015 

Potts 

Stanley 

1094 

Powers 

Harold 

0970 

Prater 

Margie 

0831 

Pressley 

Peter 

0973 

Pressman 

Kent 

0925 

Pressman 

Peter 

0935 

Pressman 

Brooke 

0936 

Pressman 

Sage 

0937 

Price 

V.H. 

0492 

0015 

Price 

Harry  &  Eunice 

0999 

Pringle 

H.L. 

8018 

Prior 

Eleanor  Little 

8050 

Prior 

Joe 

8060 

Prouty 

Fred 

8001 

Puella 

Marjorie 

8061 

Purdy 

Brad 

0325 

Purdy 

Karen 

0345 

.  ! 

Purse 

Craig 

0486 

0015 

Radzinski 

JohnG. 

0698 

0015 _ 

Ragains 

Larry 

1177 

Rainey 

Scott 

0977 

Rains 

Charlotte 

1159 

Ralls 

Kenny 

1190 
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Rarrvm 

Michael  W. 

0527 

0015 

Ramsay 

James  W. 

0103 

0015  | 
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Ken 

1017 

Rath 

Madeleine 

1016 

Rau 

Karen 

1026 

1023 

Raybom 

Steve  &  Pam _ 

0012 

Rayburg 

S.  Mark 

0025 

0015 

Raymond 

Paul 

1072 

1021 

Reaves 

C.J. 

1060 

1023 

Redfem 

Robert  &  Bertilia 

0737 

Reed 

William  G. 

0151 

0015 

Rees 

Rod 

8016 

Reeves 

John 

0101 

0015 

Rehmeyer 

||ff 

0302 

Reid 

0929 

Reinhart 

Richard 

0038 

0015 

Renner 

Charles  R. 

0714 

0015 

Reyment 

Sheryl 

1077 
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Reynolds 

Catherine  J. 

0381 
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Reynolds 

Brian 

0385 

Reynolds 

W.  Duane 

0709 

Reynolds 

Duane 

0941 

Reynolds 

Dale 

0998 

Reynolds 

Don 

8000 

Rice 

Dennis 

0390 

Richardson 

Glen 

0369 

Richardson 

Julie 

0961 

Richmond 

Kathy 

0413 

Ridgway 

D.N. 

0109 

0015 

Rielley 

Bernard 

0297 

Ring  . 

Christopher 

0156 

0015 

Rivers 

Kathleen 

0009 

011 

Rivers 

Larry 

0648 

0015 

Roberts 

Tristan 

0843 

Roberts 

Frank  A. 

0927 

Roberts 

Barbara 

0956 

Robinson 

Katherine 

0337 

Robinson 

Greg 

0451 

0015 

Robinson 

Robby  R. 

0722 

0015 

Robinson 

Michael  J. 

0726 

0015 

Rockefeller 

Gordon 

0073 

0015 

Rockwell 

Ronald 

0094 

0015 

Rogers 

Tavis 

0502 

0015 

Rogers 

David  R. 

0655 

0015 

Rom 

O.  Everett 

0398 

Rosapepe 

John 

0007 

Rose 

LaDawna 

0222 

Rose 

LaDawna 

.  0223  . “ 

Rose 

Glenn 

1087 

Rose 

LaDawna 

8053 

Rosin 

Roger 

0597 

0015 

Ross 

Cliff 

0761 

Roth 

Char . 

1002 

Rowan 

Fred 

0600 

0015 

Rowder 

Bryan 

1118 

Rudd 

W.  Steven 

0959 

Ruffino 

Frank 

.  0525  . 

0015 

Ruprecht 

Karl  . 

0239 

Ruprecht 

Paul 

0249 

Ruprecht 

Jennifer 

0250 

Ruprecht 

Karl 

0251 

Ruprecht 

Judy . . . ir . 

0903 

Rusnak,  Jr. 

Richard 

0825 

Russell 

Mark 

1186 

Rust 

Steven  K. 

1160 

24 


Directory  ofCommentors 


Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho  Final  EIS 


Last  Name 

First  Name 

Comment  Letter 

Form  Letter 

Rutherford 

Thomas 

0512 

0015 

Ryan 
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0551 

0015 

Ryan 

David  J. 

0747 
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Patrick 
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0015 

Salzhauer 

Charles  &  Cynthia 

0504 

0015 

Sanders 

Winton 

0284 

Sanders 

W.W. 

0347 

Sanders 

C.Pitt 

0491 

0015 

Sanders 

Kevin 

0881 

0853 

Sanders 

Gary 

0904 

Sarriugarte 

Thomas 

0312 

Sarriugarte 

Tom 

8096 

Sather 

Thomas  C. 

0507 

0015 

Sauder 

Gerald  K. 

0725 

0015 

Scales 

Laura  A. 

0892 

Schad 

Aaron 

0042 

0015 

Schiermeier 

Tom 

8027 

Schilz 

Mark  &  Carolyn 

1129 

Schlegel 

Stephen 

0585 

0015  i 

Schmalz 

Donald 

0570 

0015  | 

Schmidt 

William 

0574 

0015 

Schmidt 

John  &  Eliza 

0631 

0413 

Schoenbom 

Gary 

0370 

Schomberg 

James 

0485 

0015 

Schommer 

Tim 

0182 

0015 

Schrade 

Jeff 

0022 

Schultz 
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0015 

Schultz 

Elizabeth  J. 

0681 

0559 

Schultz 

Elizabeth  J. 

0682 

0558 

Schumacher 

Hans 

0484 

0015 

Schutte 

Theodore  H. 

0077 

0015 

Schutte 

Kathy  ; 

0078 

0015 

Schwabrow 

Wayne 

8100 

Schwalbe 

Sue 

0787 

Schwartz 

Michael 

0854 

0853 

Schweigert 

Dan 

0693 

0015 

Scissons 
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0480 

0015 

Scott 
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0200 

0015 

Scott 

Tammy 

0215 

0015 

Scott 

Sybil  M. 

0521 

0015 

Scott 

Stanley 

0558 

Scott 

Stanley 

0559 

Scrivens 

Carl  M. 

0181 

0015 

Searles 

John  M. 

0044 

0015 

Selby 

Paul  &  Tami 

0673 

0015 
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Semtner 

Walter  L. 

0097 

0015 

Sentah-Stetson 

Eliah 

0630 

0413 

Sessions 

Gary 

0569 

0015 

Sevy 

Bob 

0994 

Shaffer 

Paul 

0340 

Shaffer 

Paul 

8133 

Shaft 

Stewart 

0220 

0015 

Shankweiler 

Nancy 

0794 

Sharpies 

Jeff 

1146 

Shaw 

Harry  T. 

0024 

Shay 

Brent 

0230 

Sharon 

1167 

Sheehan 

Traci 

0781 

Sheffield 

Donald  R. 

0505 

0015 

Shelley 

Jeremiah 

1189 

1186 

Sherman 

Rick 

0048 

0015 

Shewmaker 

Glenn 

8034 

Shields 

Bill  &  Kynette 

0449 

0015 

Shue 

Dorothy 

0770 

Shue 

Gary 

0774 

Shulters 

Jacqueline 

0782 

Shultz 

Lisa 

0293 

Shultz 

Lisa  D. 

0344 

Shultz 

Lisa 

8029 

Shultz 

Lisa 

8127 

Shultz 

Lisa 

8153 

Siiteri 

Kati 

0814 

Simek 

Ronald  L. 

0546 

0015 

Simonds 

Grant _ 

1202 

Simpson 

Mike 

0457 

0015 

Singer 

Roger 

1199 

Singer 

Roger 

8076 

Skeen 

Jay 

0912 

Skiles 

Jay  L. 

0056 

0015 

Skinner 

Dennis 

0615 

0015 

Skinner 

LCDR  Jon  A. 

0861 

0015 . 

Sklenicka 

Carol 

1111 

Skochko 

Zachary 

0176 

0015 

Skold 

Doug 

0129 

0015 

Slattery 

William  R. _ _ 

0098 

0015 

Preston _ 

9011 
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Jane 

0971 

Smith 

Matthew 

0069 

0015 

Smith 

Art 

0257 

Smith 
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0268 

Smith 
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0269 
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Smith 
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0015 

Smith 
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0015 
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0015 
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0771 

Smith 
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0772 

Smith 

Ken 

0808 

Smith 

Todd 

0818 

Smith 

Traci  Lynn 

0896 

Smith 

Bill 

0910 

Smith 

Jo . 

0911 

Smith 

Molly 

0969 

Smith 

Eleanor 

0988 

Smith 

Arnold  J. 

1053 

1023 

Snake  River  Alliance 

0247 

Snyder 

Ed 

0986 

Soboslai 

Joell 

1068 

1023 

Somple 

John  M. 

0711 

0015 

Sonnenberg 

Dean 

0080 

0015 

Sonnenberg 

Dean 

1121 

Sope  _ _ 

Milo 

0235 

Sope 

Lenora 

0237 

Sope 

Reginald 

8042 

Sope 

Tommy 

8095 

Speakes,  Jr. 

Leland 

0100 

0015 

Speakes,  Jr. 

Leland 

1145 

John  R. 

0367 

Edward 

0395 

Darryl 

0801 

0015 

Splittgerber 

Loren  L. 

1034 

1021 

Spohn 

Mevin 

0205 

0015 

St.  Cyr 

Napoleon 

0846 

St.  John 

Mary 

0944 

Stamper 

Gary 

0621 

0015 

Stanasheck 

Patrick 

0760 

0015 

Sandra 

0807 

Catherine 

0568 

0413 

Dr.  Catherine 

0762 

0015 

Stark 

Ray 

8072 

Stedman,  Jr. 

Ed 

0172 

' 

Stein 

Brad 

0336 

Stephan 

Martin 

8091 
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Stephenson 

Ronald  R. 

0037 

0015 

Stevens 

Robert 

0609 

0015 

Stewart 

Margaret 

0243 

Stewart 

Yvonne  B. 

0287 

Stewart 

Mark 

0965 

Stewart 

Margaret 

8019 

Stewart 

Margaret 

8025 

Stewart 

Margaret 

8030 

Stewart,  Jr. 

Donald 

0288 

Stilwell 

Diana 

0311 

Stilwell 

Nikki 

1136 

Stockdill 

Rod 

0519 

0015 

Stoltz 

Robert 

1116 

Stone 

Stew 

0113 

0015 

Stone 

Ruby 

8116 

Stopol 

Richard 

0990 

Story 

Jay 

1092 

0853 

Stover 

Michael  J. 

0213 

0015 

Strapp 

Catherine 

0227 

Street 

Paul  S. 

0815 

Streeter 

Robert 

0326 

Streeter 

Jack 

0352 

Streeter 

Jack 

0365 

Streeter 

Jack _ 

8111 

Streeter 

Hartley 

8142 

Streeter 

Jack 

8143 

Strickland 

Marvel 

1090 

0853~”" 

Stringer 

Clifford  _ 

0010 

Strong-Carpenter 

David 

0805 

Stucker 

Donald 

0252 

Studebaker 

William 

1120 

Studwell 

Pete 

0494 

0015 

Sullivan 

Patrick  J. 

0057 

0015 

Sullivan 

Dale 

0951 

Survil 

Robert  J. 

0800 

0015 

Swanson 

Rick 

0705 

Swanson 

John 

1110 

Swanson 

John 

1204 

Swans  trum 

Jeff 

1197 

Swearingen 

Debbie 

0255 

Swearingen 

Ron _ _ _ _ 

8007 

Sweeney 

Colleen 

1137 

Szczech 

Heather 

0852 

Tadina 

Gerald 

0162 

0015 

Tahl 

Marilyn 

0780 

Tamm 

Don 

0433 

0015 
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Tarran 

Fred  S. 

0051 

0015 

Tate 

Pat 

0809 

Taylor 

Robert  V. 

0218 

0015 

Taylor 

Susan 

0806 

Teich 

Garland  N. 

0701 

0015 

Telesmanic,  Jr. 

Joseph 

1134 

0015 

Terk 

David  B. 

0104 

0015 

Thacker 

Katie 

0418 

Thacker 

Cy  _  _ 

8041 

Thacker 

Cy . . . . 

8070 

Thodos 

John  R. 

0207 

0015 

Thomas 

Kirsten 

0224 

Thomas 

Andrea 

0319 

Thomas 

Garfield 

0617 

0015 

Thomas 

Peggy . . . 

0908 

Thomas 

Tim 

0952 

Thomas 

Arnold 

8051 

Thompson 

Glenn 

0110 

0015 

Thompson 

Joanne 

0634 

0413 

Thompson 

Vince 

0832 

Thompson 

Lyman  E. 

1025 

1021 

Thornburgh 

Eileen 

0637 

Thome 

Judy . _ . _ . . . 

0675 

Thornhill 

Henry 

0154 

0015 

Thurow 

Russ 

1170 

Thurow 

Russ 

8110 

Tiddens 

Ehno 

0027 

Tindall 

Jim 

0260 

Todd 

Brent  R. 

0495 

0015 

Todd 

Charlie 

0528 

0015 

Tomich 

Sava 

0031 

0015 

Tonsmeire 

Joe 

1211 

Torres 

Michael 

0650 

0015 

Towner 

Eugene  L. 

0523 

0015 

Townsend 

Danny 

0124 

0015 

Townsend 

Barclay 

0163 

0015 

Townsley 

Steve 

0776 

Traub 

Michael  R. 

0524 

0015 

Trefaller 

Kenneth 

1036 

1021 

Tremblay 

Jody  A. 

1194 

Tremble 

Dave 

0032 

0015 

Trembly 

O.N. 

0695  ' 

0015 

Trost 

Charles  H. 

0562 

Troxel 

Timothy  S. 

0371 

Tull . 

Mary  J. 

0866 

Tuller 

Gary  . _ . 

0258 
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Tuohy 

Gary  R. 

0045 

0015 

Turcotte 

Roger 

8105 

Turk 

Jonathan 

0729 

Turnage 

Dan 

0575 

0015 

Turnbull 

David 

0851 

U.S.  Environmentarotection 

9000 

Ulshafer 

Jeanne  A. 

0281 

Ulshafer 

Bob 

0282 

Uptain 

Ray 

1150 

Uptain 

Phyllis 

1201 

Utt 

Edith 

1098 

Vaa 

Spencer 

0620 

0015 

Valentine 

Rodney 

1084 

Van  Buskirk 

Owen  G. 

0736 

Van  Thomme 

Allan 

0715 

0015 

Vanasche 

Tom 

0185 

0015 

Vanatta 

Dirk  N. 

0450 

0015 

VanThull 

Chris 

0778 

VanZandt 

Stephen 

0868 

Vaughn 

K.  Craig 

0130 

0015 

Vaughn 

Doris 

1089 

Verdun 

Patricia 

0777 

Vermeire 

Jennifer 

0677 

Vermeire 

Jennifer _ 

0678 

Vest 

John  &  Susanna 

0616 

0015 

Vita 

Edward 

0095 

0015 

Wadley 

Verl 

8137 

Wadley _ _ 

Verl  .37'.  .77: 

8154 

Waite 

Dr.  Jerald  T. 

0017 

0015 

Wakeman 

Larry  G. 

0439 

0015 

Walker 

Mallory 

1207 

Walker 

Hal . 

8009 

Wall _ 

Don  _ _ _ 1 

0608 

0015 

Walters 

Gerald 

0383 

Walters 

Gerald 

8114 

Wandtke 

Denis 

0117 

0015 

Ward 

David 

0039 

0015 

Ward 

Frederick 

0328 

Ward 

Cotton 

0382 

Ward 

Eleanor 

0873 

Ward _ | 

Janet 

8139 

Ward 

Frederick 

8145 

Ware . 

Donald  G. 

0508 

0015  31 

Warrick 

Steven 

8149 

Wasfy 

Mark 

0331 

Wasserburger 

John  T. 

0059 

0015 
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Waterstrat 

Steve 

1127 

Watters 

Ron 

0753 

Watts 

John 

0409 

Wear 

Gary  D. 

0036 

0015 

Weaver 

Tamela 

1011 

Weber 

Robert 

8097 

Weber 

Robert 

8151 

Weeks 

Mike 

0462 

0015 

Weeks 

Marke 

1052 

1021 

Weeks 

Cynthia 

1106 

Weida 

William  J. 

0363 

Weida 

Bill 

8126 

Weinrich 

Stanley  A. 

0460 

0015 

Weiss 

Graham  G. 

0029 

0015 

Welch 

David 

8084 

Welch 

David 

8112 

Weller 

Lewis 

0203 

0015 

Wendt 

David 

0875 

0015 

Werner 

Paul 

1149 

Westervelt 

Susan 

1014 

Westin 

Chi-E-Shenam 

0028 

Wetherell 

Dennis 

8003 

Wheatlake 

F.C. 

0509 

0015 

Wheeler 

Phillip  L. 

0550 

0015 

Wheeler 

Robert 

1033 

1021 

Whelan 

0625 

0015 

Whitacre 

Kathleen 

1198 

White 

Sue 

0004 

White 

T.R. 

0170 

0015 

Whitehead 

R.L. 

0421 

0015 

Wilcomb 

Richard 

1039 

1021 

Wilcox 

Irene 

0791 

Wilkie 

Dean  E. 

0431 

0015 

Wilkins 

Carley  D. 

0434 

0015 

Wilkins 

Katie  D. 

0435 

0015 

Wilkins,  Jr. 

Sam  L. 

0135 

0015 

Williams 

Jack  &  Cindy 

0388 

Williams 

Michael  G. 

0481 

0015 

Williams 

Floyd 

0691 

0015 

Williams 

0953 

Williams 

Roger 

8082 

Williams,  IV 

Marion  D. 

0526 

Williamson 

Toi 

1157 

Wilmet 

M.J. 

0654 

0015 

Wilson 

John  R. 

0050 

0015 

Wilson 

Wendy  L. 

0362 
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Wilson 

William  E. 

0380 

Wilson 

William  G. 

0461 

0015 

Wilson 

George  L. 

0552 

0015 

Wilson 

Jack 

0792 

Wilson 

Wendy 

8119 

Winston 

Ethan 

0813 

Wisdom 

Joyce 

0820 

Wisniewski 

Ron 

0035 

0015 

Withers 

John  V. 

0183 

0015 

Witteman 

Roberta 

1102 

Witthuhn 

Dan 

0641 

0015 

Wodzisz 

Robert  H. 

0764 

0015 

Wolf 

Valerie 

0816 

Wood 

Royce 

0052 

0015 

Wood 

Clara 

0763 

0015 

Wood-McKean 

Susan 

1001 

Woodward 

Harold  T. 

0147 

0015 

Woosley 

Charles  W. 

0731 

Word 

Ruth 

0676 

0413 

Workman 

Beth 

0565 

Workman 

Beth 

1196 

Wornus 

Mark 

0175 

0015 

Wurman 

Len 

0046 

0015 

Wylie 

Chris 

8090 

Wyllie 

Jane _ 

0341 

Wyllie 

Jane 

1108 

Yoder 

Brenda 

0900 

Yoder 

Tim 

0901 

Yohe 

Robert 

9007 

Yonkura 

Kevin 

0426 

0015 

York 

Vickie  D. 

0351 

Young 

Mari 

0274 

Young 

Paul  A. . . 

0472 

0015 

Young 

Anthony 

0878 

0853 

Youtz 

Karena 

1123 

Zabel 

Betty  Lou 

0946 

Zagst . . . . . . . 

John 

. 0672  . 

0015 

Zastrow 

Mark  E. 

0513 

0015 

Zenz 

John  V. 

0591 

0015 

Zettel 

Steve 

0440 

0015 

Ziegler 

Sandy  J. 

0464 

0015 

Zimet 

Andrew 

0916 

Ziminski 

Richard 

0496 

0015 

Zimmerman 

Thomas  L. 

0436 

0015 

Zuckert 

Judi 

0895 
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0015 
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0015 
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0015 
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0015 
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0015 

Anderson 
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0015 

Anderson 

Jack 

0423 

0015 

Anderson 

Brett 
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0015 
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Glenn  E. 
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0015 
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0015 

Andrew 
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0015 
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Paul 
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0015 
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Stanford 

0619 

0015 

Baldwin 

Fred 

0389 

0015 
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W.  David 
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0015 

Barger 

Jerry  L. 

0529 

0015 
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John 
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0853 

Barry 

Charles 

0455 

0015 

Bartley 

Bruce 

0841 

0015 

Bauer,  Jr. 

Max 

0043 

0015 

Baum 

Robert 

1056 

1021 

Baumm 

Darwin  D. 

0041 

0015 

Beardall 

David  L. 

0066 

0015 

Belisle 

Betty 

1091 

0853 

Bell 

Ronald  W. 

0058 

0015 

Bell 

Carl 

0204 

0015 

Bender 

Eve 

1210 

1205 

Bennett 

Larry  K. 

0111 

0015 

Bentley 

Clint 
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Jan 
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1021 

Bermensolo 

Claude 

1051 

1021 
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Bermensolo 

John 

1063 

1021 

Bermensolo 

Oledeen 

1066 

1021 

Bermensolo 

Claude 

1049 

1032 

Best 

Michael  R. 

0700 

0015 

Best 

Cindy 

1059 

1023 

Bettas 

Richard  A. 

0686 

0015 

Beyer 

Steven  C. 

0444 

0015 

Bingen 

Michael  J. 

0488 

0015 

Black 

Paul  M. 

0474 

0015 

Blackburn 

Joseph  M. 

0538 

0015 

Blackmore 

William  R. 

0477 

0015 

Bond 

Raymond 

0195 

0015 

Boucher 

Joe 

0667 

0015 

Bower 

Craig  A. 

0216 

0015 

Bower 

John 

1067 

1021 

Box 

Roy 

0595 

0015 

Boyd,  Jr. 

E.A. 

0161 

0015 

Boyer 

Sylvia 

1073 

1021 

Brack 

Judy 

0855 

0853 

Brady 

Del 

0120 

0015 

Brammer 

Tim 

0576 

0015 

Brandow 

Barry 

0662 

0015 

Brasher 

Rick 

0034 

0015 

Breland 

Frank 

0468 

0015 

Brodesser 

Joe 

0473 

0015 

Bromley 

Michael 

0666 

0015 

Brookover 

Gordon 

1041 

1021 

Brooks 

Randy  C. 

0132 

0015 

Brown 

Kenneth _ 

0589 

0015 

Brust 

Dennis 

0577 

0015 

Buhler 

Michael 

0173 

0015 

Burnett 

Gregory 

0603 

0015 

Burrows 

Bill _ 

0992 

0015 

Busboom 

Roger  A. 

0626 

0015 

Bush 

Edward 

1029 

1021 

Bush  &  Anne  Marie  Hill 

Anne 

1030 

1021 

Butler 

C.  Danny 

0197 

0015 

Cabala 

Jack 

0877 

0015 

Cacdac 

Manuel  A. 

0661 

0015 

Cain 

Mitch 

0049 

0015 

Caldbrisi 

Dominick 

0542 

0015 

Camiccia 

Don 

~  0169 

0015 

John 

0647 

0015 

Caporale 

Louis  A. 

0545 

0015 

Carlson 

Phyllis 

0498 

0015 

Carlson 

A.  Oscar 

0688 

0015 
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Carollo 

Jim 

0713 

0015 

Chambers 

Thomas  F. 

0424 

0015 

Chamesky 

James 

0443 

0015 

Chase 

James  L. 

0419 

0015 

Chase 

Larry 

1042 

1023 

Chastain 

Curtis  S. 

0061 

0015 

Chiappone 

Robert 

0643 

0015 

Chisholm 

James 

1055 

1023 

Christensen 

Robert  C. 

0112 

0015 

Christensen 

Howard  Lynn 

0758 

0015 

Christiano 

Angelo 

0470 

0015 

Clark 

John 

0071 

0015 

Collie 

W.R. 

0092 

0015 

Colson 

Robert 

1031 

1021 

Conley 

R.  Dean 

0506 

0015 

Connell 

Stephen  P. 

0018 

0015 

Connolly 

John 

0659 

0015 

Conradsen 

R.  Kent 

0665 

0015 

Coons 

Robert  E. 

0493 

0015 

Cooper 

John  &  Joon 

0555 

0413 

Corbus 

Wanda  L. 

1045 

1021 

Cornwell 

Wesley  L. 

0067 

0015 

Cotner 

Jerry  B. . . . 

0465 

0015 

Crate 

Arthur 

0515 

0015 

Creely 

Andrew 

0501 

0015 

Cresto 

Joe 

0145 

0015 

Crum 

David  H. 

0131 

0015 

Cullen 

James  A. 

0211 

0015 

Currey 

Larry . .  . 

0478 

0015 

Currier 

R.L. 

0085 

0015 

Currier 

David  L. 

0544 

0015 

Czoschke 

Steve 

0487 

0015 

Dahm 

Richard  T. 

0540 

0015 

Dapolito 

George  M. 

0090 

0015 

Dean 

Mariann 

0716 

0015 

Decker 

Fredric 

0606 

0015 

Denton 

M. Rodney 

0165 

0015 

Diehl 

Larry  L. 

0657 

0015 

DiGrazia 

Robert 

1180 

0015 

Dollar 

Dow 

0191 

0015 

Douenberg 

Jim 

0420 

0015 

Downer 

John  R. 

0656 

0015 

Dredge 

Richard 

0063 

0015 

Dreeszen 

Doug  &  Patricia 

0133 

0015 

Dressel,  Jr. 

Paul 

0448 

0015 

Driver 

Philip 

0612 

0015 
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Drott 

Earl 

0072 

0015 

Drum 

Rado  O. 

0210 

0015 

Dube,  Jr. 

Rene  J. 

0510 

0015 

Dubs 

Roger  D. 

0212 

0015 

Dubs 

Arthur  R. 

0219 

0015 

Dusick 

Donald  R. 

0062 

0015 

Eaton 

Jerrie 

0091 

0015 

Ebersberger 

Arthur  D. 

0430 

0015 

Eckel 

Natalie  M. 

0571 

0015 

Edwards 

Steve 

0064 

0015 

Elsinger 

Cyril  G. 

0699 

0015 

Engel 

N. 

0060 

0015 

Entsminger 

Frank  &  Sue 

0876 

0015 

Erickson 

James  O. 

0592 

0015 

Eshelman 

Harold 

0610 

0015 

Esper 

Vaughn 

0642 

0015 

Farace 

Tony 

0499 

0015 

Fargason,  III 

William  H. 

0520 

0015 

Farley 

Bill 

0447 

0015 

Farrer 

C.  Robert 

0658 

0015 

Fenske 

Ronald  J. 

0209 

0015 

Feriani 

Ralph 

0596 

0015 

Fetzer 

Kurt  A. 

0479 

0015 

Fitzpatrick 

Mark 

0583 

0015 

Flynn 

Bill 

0432 

0015 

Foreyt 

William  J. 

0167 

0015 

Fouse 

William  C. 

0671 

0015 

Franick 

Sherri 

0604 

0015 

Freed 

William 

. 0055 . 

0015 

Frickert 

James  F. 

0476 

0015 

Friedly 

Jay  R.  _____ . . . 

0744 

0738 

Friedly 

Sandy 

0745 

0738 

Frost 

John  D. 

0735 

0015 

Fry . . . . 

Todd 

0624 

0015 

Fry . 

George  A. 

0668 

0015 

Gabrick _ 

James  R. 

0136 

0015 

Gallagher 

Michael 

0880 

0853 

Gardner 

Paul  A. 

0587 

0015 

Garrison 

Ralph 

0489 

0015 

Gates 

John 

0074 

0015 

Gaugler 

Dale 

0466 

0015 

Gavin 

Rodney 

1024 

1021 

Gazda 

Ted  J. 

0511 

0015 

Gerdes 

Ronald  H. 

0093 

0015 

Giacomazzi 

Joseph 

0102 

0015 

Gilbert 

Tad 

0721 

0015 
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Gillhouse 

Stephen  J. 

0075 

0015 

Glass 

Doyle 

0206 

0015 

Godfrey 

William  S. 

0628 

0413 

Gordan 

Robert 

0153 

0015 

Gordon 

Daniel 

0720 

0015 

Gourash 

Richard  W. 

0645 

0015 

Gourley 

Bob 

0607 

0015 

Greenfield 

Suzanne 

1009 

0853 

Greybush 

Joseph  N. 

0548 

0015 

Grimm 

Greg 

0118 

0015 

Gross 

Starla 

0679 

0558 

Gross 

Starla 

0680 

0559 

Grundman 

Paul  J. 

0471 

0015 

Grunwald 

Ronald  P. 

0437 

0015 

Gubler 

Richard  N. 

0158 

0015 

Haas 

David 

0734 

0015 

Hallenbeck 

SRA  Steven 

0572 

0015 

Hamilton 

David  B. 

0198 

0015 

Hamilton 

Mike 

1027 

1021 

Hamilton 

Mona 

1035 

1021 

Hamilton 

Bill 

1048 

1023 

Hansand 

Larry 

0588 

0015 

Hansen 

Eric  &  Sue 

0114 

0015 

Harms 

George  R. 

0539 

0015 

Hart 

Lee 

0141 

0015 

Hartzler  . . . . 

0601 

0015 

Hatcher  _  . . . . 

James  E. 

0144 

1)015 

Haverkorn 

David 

0159 

0015 

Hayes 

1115 

0853 

Hedrick 

Kelly 

1022 

1021 

Heft 

David  L. 

0536 

0015 

Henderson 

Wayne 

0799 

0015 

Henderson 

Janet 

1075 

1032 

Hendren 

Patrick 

0755 

0015 

Henry 

Richard  E. 

0026 

0015 

Hill 

John  F. 

0099 

0015 

Hill 

Kingsley 

0123 

0015  ' 

Hill 

Hill 

Steven  D. 

James 

0469 

1185 

0015 

1184 

Hilliard 

Susan 

1057 

1023 

Hnetynka 

Jerry . 

0692'" 

. 0015 . 

Hoehner 

Carl  G. 

0194 

0015 

Hoffman 

Jim 

0467 

0015 

Hohn  \ 

Bruce  A. 

0463 

0015 

Holland 

Allan  A. 

0040 

. 0015 . 

Hollimon 

Peter  W. 

0531 

0015 
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Hollister 

James  R. 

0020 

0015 

Holman 

R.  Gayle 

0663 

0015 

Holworthy 

J-  Craig 

0622 

0015 

Hooper 

JohnW. 

0482 

0015 

Hornung 

William  J. 

0452 

0015 

Hosford 

W.E. 

0177 

0015 

Hotter 

Donald 

0611 

0015 

House 

J.  David 

0126 

0015 

Howard 

Harry  C. 

0019 

0015 

Howard 

Bob 

0541 

0015 

Howe 

C.W. 

0458 

0015 

Hoye 

Jack 

0687 

0015 

Hubbard 

Donald 

0082 

0015 

Hubbard 

R.  Bruce 

0083 

0015 

Huffsmith 

Robert  S. 

0599 

0015 

Hurley 

Sean 

0684 

0558 

Hurley 

Sean 

0683 

0559 

Hutchins 

John 

0573 

0015 

illegible 

0712 

0015 

illegible 

George 

1037 

1021 

illegible 

John 

1040 

1021 

Ingersoll 

Gary  R. 

0445 

0015 

Jackson 

Robert 

0425 

0015 

Jackson 

Mark  A. 

0697 

0015 

Jacobson 

Carl 

0514 

0015 

Jahanbani 

Jan  R. 

Gary  F. 

1209 

1205 

Jamieson 

0522 

0015 

Jenkins 

Charles  A. 

0150 

0015 

Jenkins 

Ronald 

0553 

0015 

Jensen 

Wade 

0137 

0015 

Jensen 

Jeffrey  A. 

0594 

0015 

Johnson 

Frantz 

0456 

0015 

Johnson 

Lawrence  C. 

0535 

0015 

Johnson 

R.B. 

0718 

0015 

Johnson 

Everett 

0993 

0015 

Jones 

MarkS.  . 

0121 

0015 

Jones. 

Allen 

1113 

0853 

Jones 

George 

Tony  E. 

1046 

1021 

Jorgenson 

0139 

0015 

Juhl 

Patrick 

0190 

0015 

Jussila 

Jeffrey 

0166 

0015 

Keeline 

Jim  H. 

0653 

0015 

Keiser 

Don 

0660 

0015 

Keller 

Russell  &  Lori 

0633 

0413 

Kellogg 

Howard 

0723 

0015 

Kilgo 

Walter  M. 

0054 

0015 
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Kirk 

Ronald  D. 

0581 

0015 

Kitchens 

Jack  &  Jeri 

0557 

0413 

Klineburger 

Bert 

0096 

0015 

Kluth 

Dan 

0766 

0015 

Knight 

Chester 

0533 

0015 

Knotts 

Cloey 

1054 

1021 

Kober 

Ronald  A. 

0497 

0015 

Koerwitz 

Tom 

0138 

0015 

Kohler 

Edward  P. 

0199 

0015 

Kollmeyer 

Shannon 

0142 

0015 

Kotan,  Jr. 

John  A. 

0586 

0015 

Kreycik 

Hale 

0065 

0015 

Kroner 

Lud 

0534 

0015 

Krus 

Dennis 

0186 

0015 

Kuflak 

Butch 

0023 

0015 

Kuhn 

Wolfgang 

0623 

0015 

LaBrie 

Roger 

0127 

0015 

Latham 

John  Pat 

0171 

0015 

Lauer 

Kevin  D. 

0593 

0015 

Lawton 

Randall 

0798 

0015 

Leedy 

Richard 

0602 

0015 

Leibenguth 

Guy 

0646 

0015 

Leonard 

Jay 

1028 

1023 

Lerew 

Greg 

0184 

0015 

Linders 

Scott 

0164 

0015 

Littleton 

J.T, _ _ _ _ _ _ 

0428 

0015 

Lopez 

Sergio 

0670 

0015 

Lott 

Liz 

1058 

1023 

Loy 

Fred  W. 

0214 

0015 

Lumpkin 

Ken 

0446 

0015 

Lutz 

Bruce  J. 

0146 

0015 

Lyons 

William  J. 

0652 

0015 

Majesty 

R.F. 

0084 

0015 

Majors 

Gene  S. 

0537 

0015 

Marshall 

Donald 

0125 

0015 

Martin 

Dan 

0155 

0015  i 

Martinez 

Joanne 

1078 

1021 

Mascaro 

Stephen 

0086 

0015 

Mastronardi 

Robert 

0614 

0015 

Matthews 

M.K. 

0690 

0015 

Mays,  Jr. 

Robert 

0605 

0015 

McAulay 

Kris 

1074 

1021 

McBride 

Rex 

0079 

0015 

McCorry 

John  &  LeAnne 

0649 

0015 

McCosker 

Roger 

0148 

0015 

McDonald 

Thomas  G. 

0724 

0015 
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McDonald 

Monty 

1047 

1021 

McDrew 

Richard  M. 

0422 

0015 

McEnaney 

Robert 

1156 

0247 

McEuen 

Timothy 

0582 

0015 

McEwen 

John  C. 

0202 

0015 

McIntosh,  Jr. 

John  E. 

James  T. 

0490 

0015 

McIntyre 

0106 

0015 

McKibbell 

Ronald  E. 

0179 

0015 

McMannes 

Alan 

0543 

0015 

Means 

Jon 

0441 

0015 

Mecham 

Lonnie  L. 

0178 

0015 

Meredith 

Mike 

1114 

0853 

Metz 

Pamela  A. 

0122 

0015 

Meyr 

Herbert 

0332 

0292 

Mick 

Terry 

0759 

0015 

Miller 

Major  F. 

0221 

0015 

Miller 

R.  Scott 

0427 

0015 

Miller 

George 

0475 

0015 

Minnis 

Sarah  E. 

0636 

0413 

Mode 

David  L. 

0651 

0015 

Monahan 

Arthur  R. 

0033 

0015 

Moody 

Gerald  K. 

0517 

0015 

Morgan 

Max  G. 

0134 

0015 

Morgenroth 

Earl  E. 

0192 

0015 

Morris 

Marty 

0030 

0015 

Mosco 

Don 

0053 

0015 

Moubray,  Jr. 

P.D. 

0618 

0015  1 

Murray 

Robert  A. 

0160 

0015 

Muse 

Jim 

0180 

0015 

Myers 

Bill 

0089 

0015 

Naveran,  Jr. 

James  E. 

0765 

0015 

Neff 

Stan 

0140 

0015 

Nehls 

Jeff 

0694 

0015 

Newman 

J.  Curtis 

0152 

0015 

Nickels 

Greg 

0590 

0015 

Norman 

Ronald  A. 

015  7 

0015 

O'Brien 

John  L. 

0174 

0015 

O'Donnell 

Dennis 

0500 

0015 

Oliver 

Greg 

0201 

0015 

Oliver 

Kevin 

0756 

0015 

Olson 

Warren  E. 

0717 

0015 

Osminski 

Steve 

0459 

0015 

O'Very . 

Patrick 

0804 

0803 

Owel 

David 

0107 

0015 

Pacini 

Robert  J. 

0710 

0015 

Pahlisch 

Dennis 

0116 

0015 
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Painter 

Gary  V. 

0453 

0015 

Palmer 

Ann 

0196 

0015 

Palmer 

Michael 

0532 

0015 

Pardue 

S.O. 

0547 

0015 

Parrott 

Mike 

0696 

0015 

Patterson,  Jr. 

W.D. 

0454 

0015 

Pederson 

William 

0584 

0015 

Pedrotti 

Daniel  A. 

0728 

0015 

Pellegrino 

Kraig 

0518 

0015 

Perry,  Jr. 

Wylie 

0149 

0015 

Peter 

Duenner 

0879 

0853 

Peters 

Jack  W. 

0503 

0015 

Petersen,  Jr. 

Grant 

0839 

0834 

Peterson 

J.  Reed 

1038 

1021 

Peterson 

Barry  J. 

1061 

1021 

Petty 

Louise 

1065 

1021 

Petty 

Norman 

1062" 

1023 

Pfeifer 

Ed 

0767 

0015 

Pflumm 

Ronald  H. 

0105 

0015 

Phillips 

Terry  R. 

0757 

0015 

Phillips 

Andrew 

1093 

0853 

Pierce 

Robert  &  Deanna 

0442 

0015 

Pilling 

Tim 

0578 

0015 

Pomeroy 

Betsy  &  Nelson 

0560 

0413 

Post 

R.E. 

0217 

0015 

Potts 

Stanley 

0108 

0015 

Price 

V  H 

0492 

0015 

Purse 

0486 

0015 

Radzinski 

John  G. 

0698 

0015 

Ralls 

Kenny 

1190 

1186 

Ramm 

Michael  W. 

0527 

0015 

Ramsay 

James  W. 

0103 

0015 

Rau 

Karen 

1026 

1023 

Rayburg 

S.  Mark 

0025 

0015 

Raymond 

Paul 

1072 

1021 

Reaves 

c.j. . 

1060 

1023 

Reed 

William  G. 

0151 

0015 

Reeves 

John 

0101 

0015 

Reinhart 

Richard 

0038 

0015 

Renner 

Charles  R. 

0714 

0015 

Reyment 

Sheryl 

1077 

1021 

Ridgway 

D.N. 

0109 

0015 

Ring 

Christopher 

0156 

0015 

Rivers 

Larry 

0648 

0015 

Rivers 

Kathleen 

0009 

0011 

Robinson 

Greg 

0451 

0015 
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Robinson 

Robby  R. 

0722 

0015 

Robinson 

Michael  J. 

0726 

0015 

Rockefeller 

Gordon 

0073 

0015 

Rockwell 

Ronald 

0094 

0015 

Rogers 

Tavis 

0502 

0015 

Rogers 

David  R. 

0655 

0015 

Rosin 

Roger 

0597 

0015 

Rowan 

Fred 

0600 

0015 

Ruffino 

Frank 

0525 

0015 

Rutherford 

Thomas 

0512 

0015 

Ryan 

Calvin 

0551 

0015 

Sabin 

Patrick 

0189 

0015 

Salzhauer 

Charles  &  Cynthia 

0504 

0015 

Sanders 

C.Pitt 

0491 

0015 

Sanders 

Kevin 

0881 

0853 

Sather 

Thomas  C. 

0507 

0015 

Sauder 

Gerald  K. 

0725 

0015 

Schad 

Aaron 

0042 

0015 

Schlegel 

Stephen 

0585 

0015 

Schmalz 

Donald 

0570 

0015 

Schmidt 

William 

0574 

0015 

Schmidt 

John  &  Eliza 

0631 

0413 

Schomberg 

James 

0485 

0015 

Schommer 

Tim 

0182 

0015 

Schultz 

Brian 

0208 

0015 

Schultz 

Elizabeth  J. 

0682 

0558 

Schultz 

Elizabeth  J. 

0681 

0559 

Schumacher  _ 

Hans _ _ _ 

0484 

0015 

Schutte 

Theodore  H. 

0077 

0015 

Schutte 

Kathy 

0078 

0015 

Schwartz 

Michael 

0854 

0853 

Schweigert 

Dan 

0693 

0015 

Scolari 

Jerry _ 

0480 

0015 

Scott 

Brenton 

0200 

0015 

Scott 

Tammy 

0215 

0015 

Scott 

Sybil  M. 

0521 

0015 

Scrivens 

Carl  M. 

0181 

0015 

Searles 

John  M. 

0044 

0015 

Selby 

Paul  &  Tami 

0673 

0015 

Semtner 

Walter  L. _ 

0097 

0015 

Sentah-Stetson _ 

Eliah 

0630 

0413 

Sessions 

Gary 

0569 

0015 

Shaft 

Stewart 

0220 

0015 

Sheffield 

Donald  R. 

0505 

0015 

Shelley 

Jeremiah 

1189 

1186 

Sherman 

Rick 

0048 

0015 
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Shields 

Bill  &  Kynette 

0449 

0015 

Simek 

Ronald  L. 

0546 

0015 

Simpson 

Mike 

0457 

0015 

Skiles 

Jay  L. 

0056 

0015 

Skinner 

Dennis 

0615 

0015 

Skinner 

LCDR  Jon  A. 

0861 

0015 

Skochko 

Zachary 

0176 

0015 

Skold 

Doug 

0129 

0015 

Slattery 

William  R. 

0098 

0015 

Smith 

Matthew 

0069 

0015 

Smith 

Timothy 

0429 

0015 

Smith 

Horace 

0644 

0015 

Smith 

Arthur  H. 

0719 

0015 

Smith 

J.  Dorsey 

0727 

0015 

Smith 

Jesse 

0768 

0015 

Smith 

Arnold  J. 

1053 

1023 

Soboslai 

Joell 

1068 

1023 

Somple 

John  M. 

0711 

0015 

Sonnenberg 

Dean 

0080 

0015 

Speakes,  Jr. 

Leland 

0100 

0015 

Spitler 

Darryl 

0801 

0015 

Splittgerber 

Loren  L. 

1034 

1021 

Spohn 

Mevin 

0205 

0015 

Stamper 

Gary 

0621 

0015 

Stanasheck 

Patrick 

0760 

0015 

Stapp 

Dr.  Catherine 

0762 

0015 

Stapp 

Catherine 

0568 

0413 

Stedman,  Jr. 

Ed 

0172 

0015 

Stephenson 

Ronald  R. 

0037 

0015 

Stevens 

Robert 

0609 

0015 

Stockdill 
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Jur:«!  ?.  15:'; 


V.S.  Air  Pore a/Bureau  of  Land  Management 
?.C.  So*  32? 

Boisa.  Idaho  U3701-C339 

?X :  Snhcncqd  Training  in  Idaho 


GE-1  >ar  3irst 

I  would  like  to  express  my  support  for  th*  Mr  Force's 
plans  Sr.  Idaho. 

Th*  Air  Fere*  is  e  vie*',  par:  of  the  Idaho  economy,  but  its 
presence  her*  goes  beyond  dollars.  The  people  of  Idaho  are 
croud  to  participate  in  providing  nde^iate  iMar.<  for  the 
proper  'itjenet  of  th#  nation,  w*  are  proud  tc  hav*  the 
3?Stb  Wing  located  o\  Mountain  Hone  AFS.  Idaho,  and 
urderstend  fully  the  need  for  this  unit  to  have  proper 
training  facilities  in  close  proxSoIty  to  Mountain  Koor.e 
APB. 

I.  the  re  fora ,  endorse  efforts  to  provide  ar.  expanded 
treinlr.g  range,  «v  propaaiid  in  th#  E.nhenced  Training  in 
Idaho  Draft  CIS.  frr  the  >.ir  Fore*  and  th<  Idaho  Air 
Notional  Suar-i.  I  believe  that  Mr  Fore#  activities  in  th# 
Cvy'tee  Cour.ty  desert  area  would  not  have  ary  significant 
iwpact  on  the  er.vlroreaent.  either  its  flora  or  Sts  fauna, 
and  Is  highly  appropriate  for  the  act Ivi ties  considered.  I 
’relieve  that  those  impact#  that  have  been  identified  tc 
date  cor.  be  preparty  mitigated  with  careful  selection  of  at*, 
impact  ar««  site  *ril  a  minimum  of  restrictions  regarding 
th*  u*c-  of  chaff,  fierce  and  f '. ighc  operating  arit-vu  and 
diner.  Adequate  training  can  be  provided  with  minimal 
la^jXiCt  cn  th#  environment . 

This  proposal  has  a  r.urebvr  of  merits.  bet  by  carefully 
listening  to  the  ccr.cernz  raised  i;  seetr.e  nor*  than 
reis^nobif  that  the  An*  Farce  sen  find  wavs  to  dee!  with 
those  concern*  nri  still  have  *  premier  training  facility 
available. 

Th*  proposed  nc-<irop  target  areas  and  th*  us*  cf  threat 
emitter  sitae  should  rot  pose  a  problari  tc  public  health  or 
safety,  and  the  spec*  required  to  el  to  them  te  not  ill;  sly 
to  b*  significant iy  disruptive  to  th*  <envircrcr!*r.i, 

Tfi*  Airspace  modif icatior.s  realigning  the  KOAe  s**m  to 
enhance  and  smreth  cut  the  boundary  racing  St  were  useable 
And  r»ak1.-.g  it  easier  for  Military  pilots  tc  negotiate  th# 
Avert,  erd  civilian  pilot?  to  transit  th*  XOil. 
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U.S.  Air  Force/ 3urtau  of  Lend  K*mgea>*;U 
?.C.  Box  37? 

Boise .  Idaho  53701-0329 

3E«  ErEcar.csd  Training  In  Idaho 


GE-1  Dear  Sirsi 

I  would  like  to  express  ay  support  for  the  Air  Forces 
plans  Sr.  Idaho. 

Th*  Air  Force  is  a  vital  part  ol  th*  Idaho  accr-crey.  but  it* 
presence  here  gees  beyond  dollars.  Th#  people  of  Idaho  ar# 
proud  te  participate  in  providing  adequate  sea ns  for  the 
proper  defense  of  th*  net* on.  V#  are  proud  tc  h*v*  the 
34$th  Wing  located  St  Mountain  None  AF9 .  Idaho,  and 
understand  fully  the  need  for  this  unit  to  have  proper 
training  facilities  :n  close  proximity  to  Mountain  Kc*t* 

AFB . 

I.  therefore,  endorse  effort*  to  provide  an  expanded 
training  range,  at  propo**d  in  the  Enhanced  Training  In 
lath®  Craft  EI3.  for  th*  Air  Foret  and  ths  Idaho  Air 
National  Guard.  !  believe  that  Mr  Force  activities  in  t.\s 
Cvyhes  County  desert  area  would  not  have  any  significant 
ixpact  on  the  environment,  either  its  flora  or  :tu  fauna, 
and  is  highly  appropriate  for  the  activities  considered,  l 
believe  that  these  impacts  that  have  been  iient; fj#*d  to 
date  car.  he  groper ly  nit l gated  with  careful  selection  of  ar. 
ixpact  araa  site  and  a  rainiisan  of  restrictions  regarding 
ths  use  of  chaff,  flare*  and  flight  operating  areas  and 
times  Adequate  trair.irg  ran  be  provided  with  Minimal 
impact  cn  the  environment . 

Tnis  proposal  has  a  number  of  merits.  but  by  carefully 
listening  to  tha  :cnc*:':*M  raised  it  aaeao  more  than 
reasonable  that  tha  sir  Fare*  can  find,  wava  to  deal  with 
those  concern*  end  still  have  a  premier  training  facility 
:  >b‘  e . 

Th*  proposed  no-drep  targ.it  arses  and  the  use  o i  three1’, 
exit  ter  sitae  she*  jM  net  a  problem  to  public  health  *>r 
safety,  and  tho.??ac«  require!  to  sits  th#,?.  ;«  not  lively 
to  be  significantly  diervptivs  to  the  er.virortar.snt. 

The  airspace  modi ! icaticns  realigning  th*  XDAc  s**?.  to 
enhance  and  smooth  out  the  board ery  making  i :  more  yseacl* 
and  taking  It  raster  fur  military  pi.otc  to  negotiate  the 
area,  and  civil  far.  pilots  to  tranalt  the  MIA. 


.:iStM  lc*Uy.  ir.fi*  !',*.?  %scit  yiviusc.  uotwra.i 

anil  tory  and  civil  *.sr.  flights,  and  Z  vo*i‘.  I  expect  the  good 
r  s  i*it  ivr.shlj'  b»  :*-•**/.  r»ii  Heavy  .jni  c ;v.  1  i  art  p<  lets  o * r -i *.  1  r.- 
ic  th*  a:*.**  te  cuntmus. 

Tit*  prcpowjxl  restrict :s:ty  pn  ’Aupcruor.ic  flight 
canyo-l^rdr  overflights  appes?-  spproprii*.*  ar.d  reason.thl#. 

Finally,  tr.s  suggestion  in  the  pr07.0-.1sl  to  #;<p*md  wildlife 
resource  mans  garment  sftforts  ar.d  n»or:  taring  in  the  a-eo 
re^iJt  in  ■:  flat  that  appitre  to  b*  b-mefiefa'.  to  the  A:r 
Force,  the  jsopls  cf  Idehs.  ar.i  the  wildlife  and  habitat  of 
the  area . 

It  is  ay  optr.icn  that  this  plan  h**  cnnsidarehLs  nertt  end 
Should  bu  vigcreucly  puruuad. 

Sir.*:  ere'.y . 

_ 

w: hTHP.br  ?..  «f» 0?A* 

•.9.^0  H37.TH  7TJ.  FAST 
RClCJTAfF  «*;•:'. E .  IDAHO1  o3f<7 


HiivCi  i'jslly*  ‘.here  r^:  Joeer,  Utc>  prwied  ydtv-te-; 
military  ir.d  civilian  flifhtf.  sr.d  I  would  expect  the  good 
re  let  ionstip  b*tw**n  military  and  civil  un  p*.le>:»  operating 
Jn  the  area  ta  continue. 

The  pr:<?os*i  restrictions  or.  supa«*sonic  flight  and 
canycnlar.ds  overflights  appear  appropriate  and  r««*oneb!a. 

Finally,  the  euggeetlcr.  in  th#  proposal  to  expard  wildlife 
resource  nsnagtBwr.t  efforts  ml  monitoring  in  the  area 
result  in  a  plan  that  appears  tc  be  beneficial  to  the  Air 
Force,  the  people  of  Idaho,  and  the  wildlife  and  habitat  of 
the  area. 

It  is  r.y  opinion  that  this  plan  has  co.tsilerable  merit  end 
should  be  vigorously  pursued. 

Sincerely. 

'jTiCAJbn*' 

KA3LSST  0$ BOSS’ 

1830  NC3TH  7TH  EAST 
MOUNTAIN  HOKE.  IDAHO  63M7 
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Sue  White 
Box  3428 

Kftehum,  Idaho  83340 
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Kr.  ar.C  Mrs-  Dtnaii  fled*** 
262  7th  Avt .  Sseth 
Twin  Pilli,  82301 
f  2081 733-209* 

Jo  nc  l,  1197 


GE-1  ^  , 


GE-1  #■*•  *lr  for  ct /8LH  i 

.1  jr  hujbtnd  and  E  want  to  »«V*  It  Unown  that  we 
■  »*M«i#Uy  oppoj*  f out  recant  prepotal,  "EshaeceC  Training  In 
Idaho. *■  V*  do  not  feel  that  >.llltar]r  operations  should  b> 
per  f oreed  la  Its#  Owyhee’*  beck  comity,  Tils  araa  should 
rastaia  a>  is  in  order  to  protect  "lldltfe  and  the  ^ulit 
solitude  of  the  araa.  Aircraft  noiaa  and  haogi  operations 
would  bare*  the  ataa. 

Cur  question  to  you  la  thin  Row  einytlees  do  w«  the 
paapl*  Of  Idaho  h  a  vo  to  toll  you  that  mi  do  net  aant  a 
bonblag  t»*i*  la  southern  Idaho,  before  you  finally  «at  tne 

■eaaago? 


Dennis  and  Tracy  McStes 


^Icav.  tAut  ^ i —  JL i  if * j 

JL,  dCa.  l.  Ca*— 

9utwe.  utit  r  r 

^  a-  -Q-a - *>  U 

eAa^-i  * 


oJUa^ol^. 


ft  Vrw  • 


vj  S  t 


1 


V  a«  .  ■  ol 


m  brown 

US  S.  feyt* 

Bhm,  144*  BT7CS 

Juris  2,  1997 
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U.S.  Air  ForceTJureau  of  Land  Management 

P  0  Bok  329 

Boise,  Jdiho  *3701-0329 

Re  Air  force  Training  Ringe 

Tho  minority  has  *  right  to  thtir  views  and  to  be  heard  And  they  ha*t  been.  Mot  only 
Uave  they  been  board,  they  bait  been  listened  to.  Not  only  hav*  tkev  bttn  listened  to, 
they  have  been  pandered  to.  A*  testimony  to  tha:  fact  consider  tbit  several  yeln.  tent  of 
thousands  of  man  kouts  and  many  millions  of  dollars  hava  been  expended  trying  to 
appose  their  voice  Governors  have  devoted  luge  portions  of  thtir  tim«  »  finding 

reasonable  compromise*  Plant  hava  been  rewritten  end  then  rcv,n«ca  v^ain  in  m  effort 
to  satisfy  them.  Studies,  upon  studies,  upon  studios  hive  boon  conducted.  There  have 
been  scores  of  meetings.  The  media  has  devoted  thousands  of  column*  of  space,  over 
these  years,  in  presenting  their  view*.  THEY  HAVE  BEEN  HEARD.  But  die*  will  nor 
slop. 

Another  voice  ha*  rof  reaily  been  heard  The  mtjorily  of  the  people  affected  by  the 
training  range.  Because  of  Ihe  thunder  of  just  a  few,  most  of  whom  have  Hole,  If  any, 
direct  connection  to  the  area  involved,  ihe  voice  and  views  of  thousands  upon  thousands 
of  Amiricar*  ha*  been  drowned  oul  The  pilots,  whose  training  it  critical  to  their  vary 
lives.  Th;  10,000  people  who  depend,  for  their  livelihood,  on  the  Airbate  which  depends 
on  a  training  range  People  who  own  homes  and  businesses  shot  would  be  worthiest 
without  the  presence  of  the  military.  The  Natron  itself,  which  must  have  a  superior  fore* 
with  which  to  dafead  itself. 


GE-1 


Enough  is  enough?  Haw  muck  longer  must  we  li«en  to  theories  of  the  psychological 
rtigmai. ration  of  animals  in  the  region  fed  just  might  be  affected  by  overflight7  Whet 
tin  we,  finally,  concentrate  on  what  li  best  for  the  pilot*.  the  community,  th*  Stare,  and 
the  Nation?  When  wtll  we  give  Governors,  and  Seuioti,  and  Congressmen,  and 
townspeople  the  tame  attention  as  we  hive  given  a  handful  of  unreasonable 
environmentalists7  When  will  we  *top  debating  whether  the  noise  of  a  place  is  a  grener 
threat  to  the  psychosis  of  an  antelope  than  hunting  season  is  or  that  running  for  their  lues 
from  imported  predators  may  be?  When  ean  we  just  start  counting  no*o  ef  people  aed 
give  the  minority  a  break  for  a  change? 


ihe  mboriry  has  spoken  They  have  been  heard  They  will  not  *iop  tpeaking.  Can  we 
please  Mop  listening? 


Ron  Brown 
113  S.  Owy  hee 
Boise.  Idaho  83705 
208031-0814 

Otyrcz-  iwrctx 
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1  COKHgNTS  fit  HriAre  training  range 

Kv  very  real  concern  is  that  the  radical  *nviro-«x treat sts 
are,  or.ce  again,  going  to  dictate  public  policy  involving  America's 
rational  defense  and  security,  and  further  trasplc  on  the  civil 
and  constitutional  rights  of  all  American  citizens. 

Rather  than  go  into  the  lengthy  and  sordid  background  of  the 
envlr o-terrorist  troveaent/establishcnent,  I  want  to  point  out  that 
we  have  only  to  compare  the  near-hysterical  propaganda  against 
the  Air  Tore*  Range,  little  or  non*  of  ii  based  on  verified  -act, 
to  the  history  of  ocher  military  ranges. 

One  very  prime,  impressive  example  of  this  is  the  3*rry  M. 
CoLdvacer  Air  Force  Range  in  southwest  Arizona.  It’s  huge, 
hundreds  of  square  miles,  many,  many  times  larger  than  that  pro¬ 
posed  for  MHA?8.  It* s  been  there  since  World  War  II  and  extends 
fro*  Sbeut  20  miles  east  of  Yujb*,  parallel  to  Interstate-8,  near¬ 
ly  to  Casa  Grande,  south  to  the  Mexican  border  in  the  West,  with 
variable  southernfborders  eastward.  It’s  clearly  depicted  on  a 2 
road  naps. 

The  range  accommodates  Luke  AF3,  Davis  Mon than  AF3,  the  former 
Williams  AF5  In  Arizona*  It  additionally  »*rv*s  Yuma  Karine  Air 
Base  and  air  activity  froo  Nellis  A?B  at  Las  Vegas  and  is  some¬ 
times  used  in  international  military  exercises. 

For  decades  8MGAF*  has  been  3USY!  BUSY I  There  is  live  bomb¬ 
ing  and  gunnery,  aerial  combat  training,  atr /ground  support  train¬ 
ing,  supersonic  flight  cf  all  kinds,  sonic  boo«s,  everything  chat 
supports  and  adds  to  America* a  military  efficiency  ar.d  national 
defense.  One  has  only  to  look  back  at  the  Gulf  War  to  s*e  what 
. praperly  trained  and  supported  *ir_  power  can  dc. 

Despite  everything  the  ultra  left-wing  national  oadia  and 
thsir  socio-oolitical  coll  aerators  can  do  and  say  to  disparage 
America  and  her  military  and  other  national  defense  and  security 
organizations,  the  facts,  the  proof,  is  in  recent  history. 

Despite  everything  the  envirc  extremists  say  and  dc,  their 
**sky  i*  falling,"  gloo*-and-gloom  wailings,  their  sabotage  and 
terrorist  activities,  the  environment,  wildlife,  darning,  ranch¬ 
ing,  vay-of  life,  everyday  living,  family  living,  are  aii  in  crea: 
snap#  in  end  around  the  3KSAFR  in  Arizona. 


000003 


Hevir.q  spent  many  winters  as  a  snowbird  In  and  around  thei 
military  reservation  since  1575,  I  know  that  hunting,  fishing, 
che  wildlife,  desert  bighorn  sheep,  antelope,  deer,  coyeias,  game 
birds,  raptors,  rattlesnakes,  lizards,  packrats,  *11  desert-type 
ficra  and  fauna  are  thriving. 

The  Cabeza  Prleta  National  wildlife  Refuge  adjoins  the  range 
on  the  scuth,  as  does  the  Organ  pipe  Cactus  National  Monument, 

•with  nui  ti- thousands  of  visitors,  Arizona  hi  way  £3  bisects  the 
r*n;e  end  motorists  are  advised  to  remain  en  tha  Liwey  during 
certain  hour*.  The  rang*  abuts  the  hug*  Papago  Indian  Reservation 
cr.  th*  southeast,  in  which  regular  air  activity  occur*. 

Yet  all  life  goes  on  in  good  stead.  Towns  and  villages  flourish. 
Cattle  and  sheep  prosper.  Tourists  tour  and  recreate.  Bombs 
burst.  Cannon  roar.  Machine  guns  rattle,  but  it's  all  swept  away 
on  the  desert  wind,  and  life  goes  on. 

The  Arizona  desert  terrain  Is  auch  like  that  of  souther* Idaho, 
norther* Nevada  and  southeast  Oregon.  Their  terrain  is  no  more 
environment*! iy  unique  than  Arizona  1  3.  Man;  the  opposite. 

I  urge  our  state  and  national  leaders  and  responsible,  knowl¬ 
edgeable  citizens  to  do  what  need*  to  be  done  and  not  allow  che 
radicals,  the  extreoista,  the  hysterics,  those  with  mean,  ulterior 
motives  to  dictate,  through  social  terrorism,  our  society's  needs. 


KATHLEEN  E.  RIVERS 
ATTORNEY  AT  LAW 
P  0.  BOX  33)1 
KETCHUM,  ID  S3340 


U.  S.  Air  Fot«/  Bureau  of  Lind  Management 
?.  0.  Bex  329 
Boise,  ID  B3701-0329 

R<:  Bonding  Ring*  Expulsion 


1  strongly  oppose  any  expansion  of  the  Mountain  Hone  Air  Force  Bomfcbg  Range  fn 
this  relatively  peaceful  time  aod  this  time  of  speeding  cutbacks,  expansion  of  the  bombing 
range  is  ridiculoui.  1  Cod  Ji  loterettkig  that  social  services,  recreation  fording,  and 
enviroomcttul  spending  all  suffer  during  budget  cutback  tunc  while  aL  the  time  time  th/i 
expansion  is  proposed. 

Additionally,  the  proposed  ares  is  •  firagik  and  pristine  area  that  should  not  be  used  to  lest 
bombs  at  toy  time.  Wildlife,  natural  vegetation.  antiquities  and  recreaaon  wiF.  be 
negauvet)  impacted  by  such  a  move.  Idaho  is  truly  the  **gcci  state"  due  to  the  vast 
•mount  of  remote,  pristine,  untrarmneled  land  in  the  site.  In  tb<i  lime  of  increasing 
overpopubtion  and  crowding  of  the  earth,  this  resource  of  pri  nine,  quiet,  open  space 
becomes  more  and  more  valuable  every  day  Ttut  is  the  foture  of  Idaho!  The  long  term 
view  should  be  to  ptetetve  this  extremely  valuable  met  becauae,  if  protected,  the 
bcautifol  lands  of  Idaho  will  sustain  Idaho's  economy  into  the  for  future.  DO  NOT  RUIN 
n  BY  THIS  PROPOSED  EXPANSION  TAKE  A  LONG  VIEW)  PLEASE! 


■"Low* ii  £.  bie n con 

4900  Sunderland  Orlve 

Boise,  Idaho  83704 


Kathleen  E.  Rivers 
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Strike  f/y  ryenm'~°  W  if  ^  * 


Fb  Tyffit  AUrerhf 


■2*0  in  Mir  ir 


Cc.?Z.  HlLLua  KlUtA 
Ski  VQ/7A. 

HozKttl*  Mont  Aft,  IP 

GE-1  *  Lev*  cc^oftlcrf  »jr  ««d&rf  cl>*^  4-CuJy  of  tat  C0*M"v*Uy  S W<J<:  >f  ffU.rjtttd 

f -tilling  in  I^xno. 

J  tonetiseit  tfct  Plot,  oi  {U  SiA  Fo-tri  * 3-*.  ihU  caiotuca  u*y  to  tta.4  ttpotX 

9(  tkt  PltS. 

Of.  a*  a  kat-Cor  «a«*n*.i  c^o-ii  ACitton/i  A  h’j  Action.  I  awafd  #t  p.*itie4  a\LCk 
plan.  S  C  ok.  ?.  tfcwcvt*  I  jltl  ikttt  fottld  tt  tui  oapeiltiia  to  >4ti  J  «  P 
bttAUAt  «(  tit  ]7« tirtltv  to  Pur*  ( ‘nUttf  Indim  ft ei  ttvatiOK  ant  boi*4  ifoatl  te  ac«t 
Kit  tint  3A.0.Z*  end  ZrK  Kiln  Shttp. 

Tkt.  Zypl  0i  t\ifUnf  t*t**A4M  now  Mt<f  tidily  w.t  mir.ivu'.  itntfl  tc  aUldU{* 
cod  fj*^jaj4i4a  plant  I  hcvi  kurtlrf  «arf  Ln  *o*t  o»  til*  atia  goe  run; 

y tail  l%4  lirui  tkt  $<«dll4t  ittMj*  A?  tkt  art*.  li  ovt*pazir.o  r.ot  tUcia|t  teaZAtai 

O'.  itcnidtional  alt. 

i ti  att  pKCtti  o(  fat  (iAt  itcd'wf  »$  ii-suvc?  fcy  V.  Ho*t  AT  gait  and  tkt  tdek: 
NaSXOr.&l  Pwtrd  ovf.  tkt  yttdi,  Mo'll  tket  at  fc-.y  44ne  41  M*fe<p  vt  «l  {red^  *4Aa 

t/.o4*£  actAovM  t>.at  jy  ItqvulAl  ArVlii&tf.  actl*".  triat  till  only  >t  aooiftd  6*  jlrufl 
l.bi  Mt.  r/o<*f  /  Idaho  uliti-oiil  SuMd. 

It  U  tint  Mttwniio  3*4  waatlful  uouet  to  wt  4».  «ti<  to  a»«  &£itwCU)  jo' 
t*eUai*j  i.i  tfci*  #>*><&&£  t  deca. 

I  fcavi  h»Q  tkt  p.iivtta^4  <e  AotrJ.  th< tt  ictivt  <u!y  O.  Ai»  P«cr  X(jttv< 

Aa  Atisiajt  4'fl'inAflnce  aA  at.  Vt'«e  Af  SaiC  cju  I  f*vt  tipXA.Lix.tut  <A( 

dedCc&ttcH  od  tXi4(  ptjpU. 

>*0u  Me  p#4*iAt<cf  f3  iic/ut  ary  0>  m/  cxrvMitl  c4  cppAe’/itj  yocl  ocitflA. 


ffpoyy  r.  S7fli«?r*  d/col  <r  *u.  xtt. 


OOOOil 


2478  East  Elm  Avenue,  Salt  Lake,  Utah,  84109-1331 
Date:  May  31, 1997  . 

U.S.  Air  Force/BIM  •  -  •  •  > 

P.O.  Box  329 

Bofse.  ID  .  83701*0329  : 

I  am  writing  to  urge  you  to  abandon  plans  for  the  so-call  Enhanced 
Training  in  Idaho.  It  would  truly  be  enhanced.  Enhanced  and  highly 
excessive  noise  pollution,  enhanced  chaffing  o(  public  lands,  enhanced 
disruption  of  public  land  users  -  wild,  domestic,  and  human,  enhanced 
disruption  of  radio  frequencies,  enhanced  opportunity  for  aerfal  collisions, 
enhanced  disruption  of  solitude  and  other  recreational  opportunities, 
enhanced  squandering  of  our  precious  fuel  supplies,  and  a  host  of  yet  to  be 
forecast  enhanced  single-abuse  of  pubfic  lands  by  a  powerful  but  insensitive 
special  interest  group.  No  bout  the  BLM,  widely  known  as  the  Bureau  of 
Mining  and  Leasing,  can  now  also  claim  the  moniker,.the  Bureau  of 
Bombing  and  Lethargy  fn  protecting  public  land. 

I  suppose  I  should  count  myself  as  fortunate  for  er^oylng  the  solitude 
and  wild  character  of  this  area.  Instead.  I  find  myself  troubled  by  the  abuse 
of  public  lands  by  a  ma  tary-industrial  complex  with  the  support  of  the  BLM. 
Where  Is  the’ stewardship? .  I  uige  you  to  abandon  plans  for  the  so-call 


Cordially,  Rob  ■ 


O  %  %  %  %  %  %  %  %  %  % 

C.4^-.‘w/<  I 

| 
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%J9V~ 


- — — r  .  w — I  n  ICJ-L. 

— pJ*  tJx  C/K>  daJlcJ 


- cujuLi  bool 

— it — &Lv\tnjul _ $Cujtii 

— ^k^ZTrul)  QJr\rP~fiyu 


—  Lt-jMju  jhjukrfiJkMV  {fib}  _ ; 

- 1 ’JJtLftmkoJlto.,  JUA&S0-&  'fscrfuUuJAl  ti- 

- kyaJL^ l&AV.  .^L-CbAtA.t,  paALt^ 

- Vi-  -  bkxtiA  r  asit j. lTo# „ To  Etur^rL  1 


~^5S3y . 


GE-2  t««  Sir; 

7h*  *lr  rorci  H«*  ore*  »giln  r«l««d  th*  U*ue  cf  *<p»a«llr;x  le*  training 
facilllJaa  in  aoutKwtjt  14*tw.  Ic  It  tlai  for  thvvo  of  ttj  uSo  vilw  cTta  Ovyhcea  11  a 
•ovret  of  a«ilrud<  land  r«ru(t«n  e»  one*  «(aln  mine  out  vole**  In  oppsaition  Co 
thia  plan. 

Th*  Ovyh* a  Tlattiu  1*  »  :«airluU«  T#*lon.  Tk«r«,  ft  t*  at(l!  paifttli  to  find 
quality,  unerovdtd  oucJoot  r«eT*»tt»ft»l  P7;ottvmltla*.  XaU  r*flon  lotlodaa  nnr*l 
vU^r>i«ii  * tudy  iraia  amd  rlv«r«  racmtudcd  lor  wild  t~.d  acanle  d«al|natlon.  All  *t 
thl*  wltliln  *  r*J«tlv*Ly  abort  drlva  ot  antral  huitdr«J  tfcnwojnd  po»pl«. 

I  ap«nA  a  lr*t  rtf  :I*«  la  tli*  5vylt«at.  1  aatlauice  t'ait  «it*-cblrd  to  ona-half 
a/  «y  trip*  *r»  auvrod  by  aircraft  ov«rllltbta.  I  can  a«|ura  you  that  thl»  trendy 
daer-vee*  fro*  th*  quality  of  th*  *np«rl*nca;  **p«c tally  3a  the**  occaaloni  vhen  thu 
lligit*  coatUm*  ov«f  a*  «xttad«d  period  o?  iIm. 

In  tba  fivtrooocntal  jujatt  Jtittaast.dlS;,  tha  Air  Poet*  *ak*a  a«v«nl  dalna 
;<««rdlnc  tha  aolac  factor.  They  iny  that  *o*t  of  tha  artn  will  anparlane*  la* a  nolac 
thtfi  at  pTattnc  b«caua«  tk*  plaaa*  «Ut  ba  abl*  te  *pt«ad  th*w«lv«v  :»or*  a/anly  under 
Cha  mv  ran;*  configuration.  Th*y  data  th4c  njjt  paopl*,  when  polled,  do  aac  rae* 
th*  av*T«S*  Mtn  laval  axpaetai  on  the  ranga  at  "annoying.*’  Thiaa  itlcaatnU  suet  be 
r*x*Qln*d  »ri  thoroughly.  Fiiat.  th*  EIS  doa*  aat  lnclud*  nolaa  data  for  Instaneaa 


I «x*oln*d  aor*  thoroughly.  Fiiat.  th*  EIS  doa*  aat 
NO*24|w,,ta  *BV*ral  plan**  of  th*  conpoalt*  wing  will  b*  training  eogathtr  a*  •  unit. 

guch  training  axarctaaa  could  product  nolaa  level*  far  louder  and  for  longer  duration 
[than  thorn  cltod  In  the  kU.  Saeonily,  cha  people  yollod  regarding  nola*  annoyance 
NO*2  |jt(J  -&t  Ucludo  tSna*  aacking  th*  aalltudc  of  «  vtldurn»«a  *xp«ri*nc«.  furaly,  aow«a«a 

ir.  aa  ut'jan  oettlngt  l«  far  la**  likely  tc  1**1  annoyed  by  *  glvau  l«vtl  of  aour.d  tka*  t-» 
«  puraen  xecVlnx  4;»^  rxptctlrtg  a  wilder ncaa  axyarianic. 

Sow*  r*"8A  pcAp*A*At(  tlal*  that  th*  txpantlan  1*  «**J*d  to  aav»  t\*  llv«* 
of  Ate»a*.  TIJ*  cllltary  hrasa  ha*  claarly  tuttf  »*v*ral  tlw«a  ov«r  th*  peat  few  y«aia 
(hat  th*  air  e?*Vv  *tatlft«*J  at  MouAtila  How*  Air  Fore*  5a*«  art  axtraaialy  **ll-trdlaad 
and  clue  oJJlcfeAal  tralr.ln;  facllitla*  In  aauchvdat  Idaho  ar«  ooc  a  n«:*«alty. 

7f  ch*  vr«?*At  l«-*tata  axd  out-of*atUa  facllltlv*  do  rot  provide  adiqati  tmlolnk, 

•why  wouU  th*  Air  Forca  hava  atov*d  Cha  coops » It t  wing  to  Hocntaln  He*»a?  Surely  they 
wouldn’t  hikvt;  aalcctAd  *  *Ic*  wh*r#  lack  of  ttalalng  coold  J*op*r*!lt*  th#  Uv«a  af 
th»ir  people. 
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Tfc*  burden  of  proof  In  this  setter  should  rest  with  the  Air  force,  they  ,h0uld 
[  I  be  required  to  prove  chat  the  Enhanced  Training  RAnge  if  t»e  cajaary  end  worth  che 
|  sacrifice  of  a  najor  rccrcntlonal  eree  near  e  rapidly  {roving  region.  In  iry  opinion, 
they  have  failed  on  both  ccunt*. 

In  the  fiaoL  analytic,  Che  decision  on  this  issue  la  clearcut.  This  unique 
expanse  of  public  land  It  far  wore  valuable  a«  a  source  of  recreation  *nd  wildlife 
habit. ic  Chan  am  aa  expanded  ernlnit»<|  facility. 


Joe  ftruntexdt 


cc:  V.S.  Air  Torce/BLH 
Cov.  PMt  Sett 
Rep.  Helen  Chcrcowech 
Rep.  hike  Crapo 
Sen.  Dirk  Jenpthorna 
Sen.  tarry  Craig 
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0U0016 


The  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  has  been  tvorking  with  the  Air  Force  over  the 
proposed  development  of  a  supersonic  battlefield.  After  reviewing  the  draft  Environmental 

Impact  Statement  the  Foundation  finds  that  the  project  will  be  detrimental  to  bighorn  sheep  GE-1 

populations  in  Southwestern  Idaho.  Your  support  is  needed.  Please  sign  this  letter,  add  your 
comments  and  mail  to  the  address  listed. 

—  —  — - —  —  —  —  —  —  —  —  — - - - —  —  —  —  —  —  —  —  —  —  —  —  ——  —  —  — 

June, 1997 

United  States  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  329 

Boise,  ID  83701-0329 

GE-3  To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  I  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho.  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also,  I  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  366,h  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains 


Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 
Sincerely, 

Signature  Required 


Comments: 


?.t>  /iy  1L<J 

&***-,  IhL  - 


Jt  ^  tprfictoi'  fac***+*~ 

-  ftor" 


A*Vjl 


t/*A 
(§  vJUh.  tv** 


'k^Vu^*vvi Teu^Z  N-rn^i  /  QQ\j 

(5/  Cts*'  tij.  A-frrU**v^*  *Wt**«J*_  yj  tunr*  bvwUM4t^ 

0*~b+Pl4'  'w4l*  U~  au+u.  'A/v/ 

jUl  +  juru  ■ 

(£■  ir y  Uu. 

K  *WMJ-  h«xv,  n+*+L- 

CU-+.  j^.  qwyyt, 

jUttA-  OAj  qfry+J  S^ULfj  p\*ryZnrU 

lbUx.iL. 

C-^r-tL  jJj*.  fWt-  /InrU^  *"■ 

• 


52 


Written  Comments 


Written  Comments 


53 


000022 


J-j.k-.  1 <i77 


Jeff  Schrade 

It 7$  t**t  £*ura«*»od  Dri r» 
£*pV  f<M>©  i}jf( 
fltW  «3 -H?l 


U  S.  Ait  Fcrce.'TSureju  of  Lind  MAnagement 
i’.O.  Box  32$ 

Boise,  ID  83701 -0329 


I  w»jk  you  to  know  that  I  support  the  miJiiiiry'i  eft'om  to  expiad  their  operations 
k  Ida  Ho. 

My  unde  itrved  two  toras  in  Vietnam  in  a  paciretcueuattoftbc  U.S,  A to  Forte 
Much  or  hit  life  in  that  war  was  spent  going  into  hostile  environment  j  fcebnd  enemy  linos 
upon  arriving  at  the  appropriate  location  ir  a  helicopter,  he  wxxld  work  to  rescue  pilots 
and  crew  members  %*+io  had  been  shot  down  On  one  occasion,  he  found  cr.e  of  hit  best 
friends  stripped  naked,  hung  upside  down  and  toniecd  to  death  by  the  Viet  Coog 

i  don't  want  that  same  type  of  ho  rror  to  hap  pen  to  |ny  American  soldier  -  ever 
again.  I  believe  that  the  -Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho"  effort  will  enable  our  pilots  to  fly 
safer  as  they  learn  how  to  Icifl  the  enemy  and  avoid  being  shot  down. 

1  know  the  Air  Force  and  othtn  have  made  great  efforts  to  protect  Idaho’s 
environment  and  reduce  their  impact*  on  our  sate  1  ini  very  appreciative  of  these 
actions.  But  I  reco(piie  thn  there  will  still  be  impacts  -  Increased  wise,  possfclc 
conflicts  with  wildlife  and  wJiat  some  view  as  visv al  in^alrmems  To  ««.  those  are 
acceptable  costs  that  pale  in  comparison  to  v»Kk  of  training  t.re  American  pilots  who 
protect  this  nation.  If  die  ca  «  of  pilot  training  mean*  impacting  a  few  wild  sheep  and 
disturbing  people  as  they  ral  down  the  river,  to  me.  that  is  an  acceptable  cost,  to  short, 
freedom  isn't  ftee  and  I’m  willing  to  ply  the  prica.  I  believt  most  Idahoans  feel  this  way 

I  have  worked  for  as  an  tide  to  U.S.  Senator  Jim  McClure  and  U.S.  Senator  Larry 
Crajg.  From  199 1- 1995.  f  wai  the  RepuWtcin  County  Chairman  of  Bonneville  County 
(Idaho  Falls).  I  eurren:ly  serve  «  Governor  Plul  3»U's  aide  on  Idaho  Nation*! 
Enynevring  and  environmental  Laboratory  tfTairi  Tl»e  views  1  hav*  expressed  here  vt 
my  own. 


United  fJt.tio.t  Air  rnrce/D.ironu  of  Land  Marwgomei'.l 

1*0  8ot  529 

&o:sc,  U>  8370V 5329 
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GEO  To  Whom  II  May  Concern: 

As  a  nrrnbfr  uf  tlw  l\>un«f»li<m  for  North  America r.  Wild  Sheep  l  would  like  tin?  Idaho 
Dr('at1ntent  of  Fish  k\c  Game  to  te-estcliiish  crap  pin;  and  transplanting  pro^s a rtt  front  the 
Gtliconus  Biglmrr.  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho  This  program  It.tj  provided 
tronjpbnt  stock  ti>  unoccupied  habitat  In  the  Weslerr  United  States 

The  bos*  means  to  rt'-ttatablish  this  program,  which  lias  not  Occurred  slr.ee  1992.  i>  by  supporting 
the  no  action  *K‘mathy  fno  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  r.lr  roir.b  st  boniblug  rang? 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  A*r  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  7w.ln.ng  in  Mal>o- 
F nviroiiment.it  Imp. vet  Statement. 

Also.  I  v.ouid  (i  xp  tc  s re  the  United  Slates  Air  Fort.*  mitigate  with  fc.iho  Department  ot  I'Lsh  and 
C-ime  ;  oncoming  supersonic  <m<t  subsonic  overflight  relief  dunes;  lambing  season  and  tin: 
onn.;*t  hunting  scsson.  es  the  3V>*  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Hony?  Air  (List  currently  trains. 

Thank  yfu  far  the  opportunity  tn  comment. 

Si  i  evrely, 

5i£mT<'am  Rrqu'trjd 


Nome _  .<£5 _ _  _ 

Ad  C  toss  _  {*-£*/*  L  <L£  ct<J _ 

Suit  ^  _ 7Ip  ...  fASLS^- 

Conwn-U:  tf  s C4  ,s/  ScvrfAC^S 

O'T-  A/<Z*S /V/cK/co  4/1  7~^iX4s 
Uso-uL't)  ^jC/ZSsCZ  Shf2-/o5>*L-  uj  o  is  Cfo 


7?o  <.Si  b!s 


\2>/£7Z*~ 


3134  Scufc  1200  East 
Kagcnrum,  Idaho  35332 
Ji*c  11,1997 


01)0024 


u.  S  Air  PcroaTBursJj  of  Land  Management 

?  O  Box  329 

Boi«,  kbbo  R3701-C029 


GE-1  DwSjr 


I  am  tgaiaat  the  expansion  of  the  Mountain  Hama  Air  Force  Bemhiag  in  Owyfcee  County  for 
three  primary  icasoos.  1.  Expanding  tba  boobing  range  i»  poor  urt  of  tax  payer  money  2. 

Expanding  the  bombing  rang*  it  harmful  to  the  land.  3.-  Expanding  the  bombing  range  is  harmful  to 
wildlife  Bab*  am  my  raasocs  for  taking  Uu»  poutioo. 

1.  (a)  Expanding  4*  boobing  rang*  would  be  t  watt*  of  taxpayer  money  baeauaa  than  are  already 
thousands  of  acm  sat  aside  fbr  bouibtng  range  in  th*  nearby  area  .  b  tha  Air  Fore*  net  smart  enough 
to  make  ute  of  th*  *>d*ting  araa*  if  they  really  wnjied  to?  (b)Zxpanrbo  is  an  raermstd  burden  oa  tx 
taxpayer  and  addt  to  tbatwhoml  debt  I  haw  to  Wince  my  checkbook,  th*  govenanrot  should  do 
likewise  (c)  Many  of  those  in  the  foeefroot  for  ei^wftiicn  stand  So  have  monetary  gain  fi*oca  tba 
etpiasion  *  it’s  abring  FrfcnJ  DcUara  to  Idaho  type  of  attitude  If  we  dan  1  get  toe  monay  somtcnc 
ebe  will!  (d)  Hcrw  many  million*  of  doflara  havo  already  b«o  speol  OU  the  poih  fix  erpuuioo  that 
uinild  have  been  spent  on  improving  ih*  aristing  uurt  (cj  If  the  raag*  it  not  expanded  will  our 
National  Security  easse  to  exist  •  I  think  not! 

2.  (a)  Expending  the  bombing  ranf#  wiU  Iwhoniiflil  to  tha  land  bocauw  mure  road*  wfl  be  buih, 
structure#  will  be  put  in  pUea  and  tbe  bombing  practica*  will  destroy  land  and  vagrtation  Silt  aud 
debris  will  and  up  in  the  Bruntsu  River  and  Big  Jacks  Creak.  (b)Tharu  iv  no  way  that  a  bombing 
rang*  will  increase  toe  quality  of  tbe  land  and  water  in  to*  area  -  it's  a  one  way  road  la  dodrection.  (c) 
Sorting  aside  a  bombing  nwge  lak«  rway  public  accaat  to  tho  area.  Thera  is  and  over  jncruasing  trend 
to  ramova  land  from  public  u:e  and  an  aver  increasing  damtnd  fbr  cora  u»#  of  land  by  t>*  iccrc-Axaig 
pubb'e. 

J .  (a)  Enpanding  the  bombir^  ™n*e  can  ccdr  be  hanmlbl  to  wildlife.  It  con  no*  bo  a  benefit  to  rtvnn 
(b)  I  h»v*  walk  ad  numy  rude*  to  th*  Bruaeau  Rj'-er  and  Big  Jacks  Creek  area*  and  I  have  u-cn  toe 
decline  of  the  Sage  Orooae,  expanding  th*  bnmhmg  rang*  will  oot  help  improve  their  umbur  (c)  I 
have  seen  toe  Big  Horn  Steep,  Doer  and  Arid  ope  io  to*  area  and  txpaoding  IwKxcbijig  range  will 
not  bendi'.  there  livtl  •  The  socuc  boocu  will  oo>  incraa**  thair  strwi.  (d)Tbc  tluminired  fiber  chaff 
i*  bound  lo  nkr  or  effect  tha  wildlife h  food  chain  -  it  is  not  th*  reoccmend  d'«t  frv  bird*  and 
mammal* 

I  baliavt  tba  Air  Forte  i>  amart  enough  to  maJa  use  of  the  existing  bombing  rang*.  I  balir^t  tbe  Air 
Porta  can  savataxpayw  mercy  by  using  the  existing  bombing  range.  IbtLitvt  toa  Air  Foma  e#o 
protect  tha  land  and  wildlife  by  using  the  existing  bombing  range.  Lf  tke)*  rnilly  wjd  tc. 
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Written  Comments 


ILOWAM’S  CHILPREM,  INC  °0°028 

Mah*  *3701 


Public  Relations  Director 
United  States  Air  Force 
!'  0  Box  329 
Boise,  Idaho  0701 


GE-1  Dear  Sire 


We,  Ibwan's  Children,  a s  a  church,  use  the  Owyhee  Desert  as  our  Sacred  Home.  We  jo  there 
fb:  retreats.  10*30  people  at  a  time.  We  hold  sacred  ceremooies  v^ich  over  100  paopU  !r. 
ataarianec.  The  Owyhee  Desert  is  «  private  place  of  vision  queics  and  seeking.  The  Owyhee 
canyon  lands  and  desert  U  the  H*an  and  Holder  of  the  sacred  It  is  our  religious  center  and  we 
have  accepted  guardianship  over  certain  places  to  keep  them  protected  from  destruction  «rrf  use* 
that  would  dose  the  spiritual  openings  that  are  there. 

Open,  free  land,  that  it  not  developed  and  eontroled  k  becoming  very  rare,  as  you  know.  The 
sacred  center!  in  the  Owyhee  desert  aud  canyon  lands  have  been  in  use  for  10,000  years  os  places 
of  heiin;  and  vision.  They  are  irreplaceable!  Our  world  is  such  now  that  when  a  spiritual  ocnier 
doses  it  is  no  wore.  There  ace  oo  longer  many  options,  as  in  the  past,  fcr  a  aew  location  to  be 
found.  There  arc  no  more  plaocs  fcfU 

Wc  ask  that  you  do  not  expend  your  over  flight  areas,  or  expend  tbe  use  of  whit  you  dread/ do. 
It  stems  that  just  south  of  ut  you  control  most  afNavada  and  parts  of  southern  California  for 
your  troinir.g  needs.  Idaho  Has  nothing  you  need  foe  national  security  that  u  not  offered  in 
Nevada,  except  convenience.  So  wo  ask  that  you  withdraw  your  proposal  and  utilize  the  other 
areas  already  available  *o  you. 


Chi-E-Shcnam  U'cstia, 

Priest 

Do  w*c“s  Children 

And  tfce  folovreg  members  of  Uowan’s  Children: 
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GE-3  Junf,1597 


0C0032 


United  Suites  Air  Fixer/ Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  329 

Bo  Je.  IDA37D1-D329 

To  Whom  it  May  Concern? 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  f  would  I'Ve  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Come  ro  re-csiablhh  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho  This  program  his  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  In  the  Western  United  Sutes. 

The  »w*M  means  to  reestablish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  Is  by  supporting 
the  nn  action  alternative  fro  development  of  a  t*:t<al  tiul  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
m  Southwestern  Idaho}  in  rite  United  States  .Mr  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  ir.  Idaho* 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also,  would  like  to  see  the  United  Slates  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  F»h  and 
Came  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  yesai'n  and  the 
annual  hunting  season.  os  the  3  66"  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Ait  Basecurrently  tmiiu. 

Thank  you  fb:  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely, 

5igwefirre  Required 


Nrjne_  <£. zJL _ 

Add.. ss _ ?3V  r/= _ _ _ 

fliy  CyW^  /  $nte  i'-S/S  2!p  -*>  IX' 

Ccmments:  A's-rf?  Mr/f  ^  /r  //sstf 

e/isyj  on  rtfs**  ^£  -f  s  n/ is*  L 


ARTHUR  R.  MONAHAH 
A6-15  Broadway 
Elmhurst,  NY  11373 


United  States  Air  Force/ Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  329 

Boise,  ID  83701-0329 


June  10,  1997 


GE-3  Gentlemen! 


As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  I  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho.  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States. 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  Sutes  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also.  I  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  366*  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains. 

/Very  truly  Youra, 


Arthur  R.  Monahan 


1  5<-<2  tfhs,  « 


Written  Comments 


55 


JUT*'1W/  000034 

L'nifrJ  States  Air  Force /‘Bureau  of  Land  Management 

r.O  Cox  329 

Boise.  10  S3701-0319 

GE-3  To  Whom  It  May  Concarrv 

M  a  member  of  the  foundation  (oi  North  American  Wild  Sheep  I  would  like  the  Idaho 
Deportment  of  Fish  and  Game  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
CuFfoniM  Bighorn  stieep  populations  in  Owyh«  County,  Idaho.  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  s'oek  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  die  Western  United  Slatev 

The  best  means  \z  re-establish  this  program,  which  ha.t  not  occurred  since  1992.  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  end  electronic  air  combat  bombing  rw.ge 
ir,  Southwestern  Idaho)  jn  the  United  States  A>r  Force's  proposed  fmhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
linvironmemal  Impact  Statement. 

Abo.  I  would  like  to  see  die  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Id  aha  Deportnenr  of  Ffah  enc 
Game  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  dating  limbing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  *eov>:i,  as  the  366*  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely, 

Signature  Required  y 


Nome  _ _  #  .  _ _ 

Address  _ ^  _ 

City  _ State _ 2»p$:T?  .  _ 

Comments:  / 

/C^.d-«d.c/x/V 

7%,' Ay  f/  o~yf 


)\me,199/  C/v003S 

United  States  Air  Foret /Bureau  of  land  Management 
KO.  Box  329 
Dobv,  10*3701-0329 

GE-3  To  Whom  it  May  Concern:  .... 

As  a  membei  of  the  Fou:vdation  foe  North  Amertcan  Wild  Sheep  1  woulc  nke  the  .daho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  to  re-*tablbh  i  trapping  and  transplanting  pmgram  from  the 
California  Bighorn  shMp  populations  In  O.vyhc*  County,  Idaho.  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States. 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  isby.'XJppnriing 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  com  hot  bombing  cing« 
to  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  F on*:*  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  tdahiv 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also,  I  would  like  tc  see  ilie  United  States  Air  Force  mfdg»t«  with  Idaho  Departmmt  of  FUh  and 
Game  concembig  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  Me 
annual  hunting  season, « the  366^  Composite  Wng.it  Mountain  WomeAtr  Da»e  currently  trains. 

The  ok  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment 
Sincerely, 

Signature  (ieqtrirtil 


c-/o-?7 


Ncr*  ntTHJ  IjJ^y 


Conor  ads: 


Ffll#  OJ  £  s/T*A*yU>*-/L~’ 


;or^W7  000044 

United  States  AirFocc*/ Bureau  of  land  Management 
P,0-  Bo«  ?19 
Kobe.  ID  83701  -0329 

GE-3  Tu  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  1  would  like  the  Idaho 
Deparmcnt  of  Fish  and  Game  to  re-establish  a  happing  and  -ransp'anrtng  program  (rw  the 
California  Bighorn  abeep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho.  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  S  ates. 

Thebesrmeans  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992.  itby  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  die  United  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  to  ldahe- 
Envlcccmental  Impact  Statement. 

Abe.  I  would  like  to  see  the  United  Saws  Ah  Forec  mitigate  with  Idaho  Dcpmwent  of  Fbh  and 
Game  concerning  supersonic  and  subionk  overltight  relief  during  lambing  mwkm  »nd  the 
annual  hunrtog  s««run,  as  the 366**  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Ba.se  currendy  trains. 

Thank  you  fur  the  opportunity  to  comment 


lunc,  1997  000048 

United  States  Air  Force/ Bureau  of  Land  Management 
P.O  Dcx  3TV 
Boise.  ID  53m-0:*29 

GE-3  To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  1  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fbh  and  Ga  me  to  re-establish  a  napping  and  transplanting  program  fro*n  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idahc.  This  program  has  provided 
n.*Jisp>nt  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States 

The  b-jt  moans  to  re- establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  I* by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  fro  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  aircumbet  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  Sure*  Air  Forex's  proposed  Enhanced  Trnfning  In  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Suirement. 

Also.  I  would  like  tc  «ee  the  United  States  Air  Force  mtilgiuc  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fbh  and 
Gimth  concerning  supersoore  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annur.  I  hunting  season,  ns  the  366  k  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  f  tome  Air  Base  cutnmtly  trains- 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  tt:  comment- 
Sincerely, 

Si  pin  Curt  Pn^iu’nr! 
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June.  1W7  000050 

United  States  Air  Fareef  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
PO.  Box  329 
Boise,  ID  837M-0329 

GE-3  Wh(Mn  '*  May  Concern? 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  I  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  a:»d  Carre  :o  reestablish  i  trapping  and  transplanting  propram  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  copula  hems  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho,  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States. 

The  best  means  to  re-estnblish  this  program,  which  has  no»  occurred  since  19J2,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  »ir  comhat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Jdel'o]  in  the  United  States  Air  Force’s  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Mato- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also, !  would  like  tv  see  the  United  States  Ah  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  ofT-ish  mid 
C#me  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  limbing  Mason  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  Kif**  Composite  Wr  g  at  Mountain  Honie  Ai:  Base  currently  trains. 

Thank  you ^orth^o^ 


.'vane  ^rTotfro  A  IaALS®^  MA _ 

Address  .  3ZS-  Ca/Zeje  Uxe^ _ 

o.«  Rodc-Spe.)*^  < _ s«te  /a>Vo  gp  te2o± 

Dim.  C^wJ^Xi  BWuu- 

CAM.  <\  ftidJJM  VM&jJtf.  \jLuX_  /t^ux  70  fx. 

"ZSxjbksApj^  OA^PsxM;,  J/  — 77  _  i-  AVTl.  ( 
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cwl  <\  fibzcjMs)  Xuav^  yo  i 
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United  States  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 
1*0.  Box  32V 
Boise,  ID  837C 1-032$ 


GE-3  To  Whom  It  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  l  would  tike  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County.  Idaho.  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  Occurred  since  1092.  *  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  com  tut  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  Statss  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  ir.  td.uic- 
rnrtrOnmcnml  ImpietStaccmeru. 

ALso,  l  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mttigstc  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Came  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  th* 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  566* Composite  Wiftgat  Mountain  Korne  Air  Basecurrsnlly  trains. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely, 

Signature fcquirfd 


-ohi 


oc^e^/,t/e  jJao  Tf4e  oPPoATutf  t  ry  7b  fJttrJ r  im 

TA-is  4«t>  To  A  FRtzts t>  A^or^k. 

du.y IT.  T  TX'MK-  /r  t/Jo^c.D  36  A  T^rz/ZiBUX  Coss  IF  Wt= 
OfirfT  PbS5  VrW  ^PFQRT^'rry  g*/  To  OuZ 


00005*1 

The  Foundation  /nr  Atorfft  Amrr-cei  Wild  Sheep  has  been  working  loitl i  tfie  Air  Font  nver  the 
pr(j/«<?Fcif  development  of  a  supersonic  battlefield.  After  reviewing  the  draft  Environments! 
Impact  Statement  the  Foundation  finds  fknt  l/*e  project  xoiil  be  detrimental  to  bighorn  sheep 
populations  iu  Southwestern  Idaho.  Yjht  support  is  needed.  Vie* te  sign  this  Utter,  it dd  yotrr 
commeut*  *nd  mail  te  the  aidrexs  listed. 


000061 

T7«r  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  has  hern  xocrking  ri.Vth  the  Air  T oree  over  the 
proposed  lieielopruent  of  a  supersonic  battlefield.  After  reviewing  the  draft  Environments! 
r tupeci  Statement  the  Foundation  finds  that  the  project  will  be  detrimental  la  bighorn  sheep 
populations  fn  Scutlnus Stern  Ida Uo.  Yonr  support  is  needed.  Please  sign  this  letter,  add  your 
fflmmtdW  And  mail  to  the  address  listed. 


United  Stares  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 
P.O.Box  329 
Boise,  !D  83701-0325 

GE-3  To  Whom  H  May  Concern: 

As  «  m*m>>er  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  I  would  like  ihe  Idaho 
Deparmcnt  of  Fish  and  Game  to  re-establish  a  (.rapping  and  Transplanting  program  hem  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  In  Owyhee  County,  Idaho.  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  S :ares. 

THebestitwam  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  U  by  supporting 
die  no  action  alternative  (no  devekjpmer.:  uf  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  cbm  bat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  Unbed  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environment*!'  Impact  Statement. 

Also.  C  would  like  to  see  the  United  Sta  tes  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Departmen  t  of  Fish  ard 
Came  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  teason  and  the 
ar.nual  hunting  season,  as  the  5»VS*  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  D.sse current. y  trains. 

Thank  you  for  thy  opjertunity  to  comment. 

SiroftcJy. 

Signature  J 


United  States  Air  Force /Bureiv.i  of  Lard  Management 
P.O.  Box  329 
8oiso,  ID  33701  0329 

GE-3  To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  I  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  ta  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sU'rp  populations  in  Owyf.ye  County.  Idaho  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  lo  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States 

The  best  means  to  re-«$tan.ish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  fro  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  tombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  m  the  United  Stales  Ait  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  In  Idato- 
Fnvironmental  finpKt  Statement. 

Also.  I  would  like  tt:  see  tha  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  tin* 
annual  hunting  swson.  as  th«  360AComp<.-titv  W  ng  a*  Mcuntair,  I  tymr  Aij  Basecariently  trains. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely, 

Sijpirtfiirr  Rrttuirutt 


-State  ZX...  . 


Zrp2Sl&£4-  — 
veu>dere 


Commcn*  *+» /**S  ***"»**re 

*./ee.  jfar  7!>'a  frr7~  rfi/c/erstr  y 

/“  cX//<d  .  ’/fiVAZ/ts  j 
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CURTIS  S.  CHASTAIN 

•01  HKJ.KN  JilKKXT 
FORT  WORTH.  TKXAS  761 1*0-1 5M 
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Adornqr*  Cjt«u»li»«  «•  U* 


000063 


"n^a 


•«,«.  *r» 


m*4wc^N  ®^***»»  <r* 


UNITED  STATES  AIR  FORCE 
BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 
PO  BOX  329 
nOISC  ID  83701-0329 

GE-3  To  Whom  (i  Mty  Concern 

I  atn  t  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep.  I’m  concerned 
about  the  br*>*.t  of  the  United  States  Air  Force’*  prqxaod  enhatced  ualring  plan.  Tl* 
environmental  Uispact  statement  concilia  a  provVxm  which  ha*  been  referred  to  u  the  *no 
action  aXematire,*  In  eiteoc:  Ciii  pcovjdet  that  no  development  of  a  tactical  imd/cr  electronic 
hx  comhat  bombing  range  *ai  aka  place  in  soteh-vestero  Idaho.  I  btlievs  that  the  Idaho 
Department  or  Fish  and  Game  needs  te  re-ettablbk  a  trappy  and  tranjpUmin$  program  from 
ti*  California  bighorn  abeep  populations  in  tills  area  Support  Of  tha  *r»  action  diet-native" 
would  further  this  goal. 

AIm.  1  believe  that  die  United  States  Air  Force  should  be  required  to  reach  an 
agreement  with  the  Idaho  Department  of  Fiih  and  Game  which  would  provide  relief  fi  rvn 
Mpersomc  aud  sutjsonic  overflight  during  foe  annual  buttling  scuun  and  during  lambing 


Very  tru,)*  ycuri. 


000064 

United  States  Air  Force/8  Jreim  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Bov  329 

Boise,  ID  8370 1-0329 

GE-3  To  Whom  II  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  1  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Came  tp  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  rhe 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho.  Tills  program  Ms  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  Slates 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  net  occurred  since  1 992, »  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alntrrati.*e(r.o  development  o.s  a  tacticil  and  ileetronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
hi  Southwestern  Mahn)  In  the  United  Stales  Air  Force’*  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  fd*ho- 
Environmeutal  Impact  Starement 

Also,  I  would  like  to  see  the  United  Stales  Air  Force  mitigate  wjfh  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game  concerning  $up«r$on<  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  seisoa  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  die  3e  6*  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Hot-. *  Air  Base  currently  train*. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely, 

Sifinntwre  Rnquirtd  / 


Richard  Kim  Dredge 


Ur.lvTWit*  0“*T  BuiUjif  *  960  2tu  u>* w  -  Sum  •  1 1 5  •  Bone.  U*hi  dJ?06 
TrctixMe  tKA)  1*2-3501  •  142)348 


OOOOC7 

Ln.ied  ntatcj  Air  Forcc/3arc«u  of  Land  Management 
PO  Do\  329 
Dolte,  CD  mi -0329 

To  Whom  It  May  Concern: 

As  a  me«nber  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  wile  Sheep  I  would  like  the  Id, -ho 
Department  of  Hth  and  C.ime  to  te-establish  *  trapping  and  rramplaniing  program  from  t>,e 
California  Bighcm  sheep  population*  In  Owyhee  County,  Idaho  This  program  he*  provided 
transplant  slnclt  to  unoccupied  habitat  In  the  Western  UnlunJ  State*. 

The  best  rneir*  to  ir<*taWijh  this  program,  whkhha*  not  occurred  since  1 992,  is  b>  supporting 
tiie  nc  a:tkm  altervitiv*  jiro  development  of  *  tactical  and  electro:  tic  air  corn  hot  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho*  In  the  Untied  State*  Air  FrmV*  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Ida!- lo¬ 
ci' virjrunenrjL  Impact  Statement 

Abo,  1  wouM  liketojcc  the  United  Sts tfa  Air  Force  mitigate  wirhldshoOcpomnentof  F:sh  and 
Gsntc  concerning  supersonic  ard  *ub*or.k  overflight  relief  during  lambmg  *Ck>*r»:t  ano  th* 
annual  hunting  *eawi,  as  the  366*  C  omposite  Wing  ,*t  Mountain  Hone  Air  Bom  currently  rrains. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Smcercly, 

Signature  Rtijftrtrf 


Name  glggg  £*>K>*ffT>S 
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United  Slates  Al:  Forty/ Bureau  of  Land  Management 
PO  Ron  329 
Boise,  fD  83/01-0329 

To  Whom  it  May  Cone*  rn: 

As  <t  member  si/  r?i*t  Foundation  for  Noirh  American  Wild  Sheep  I  would  like  the  Ideho 
Deportment  of  Fish  and  Came  to  re-establish  a  trapping  u>d  transplanting  prey  ram  fro-n  Mk- 
California  Bighorn  *h«p  population*  In  Owylw*  County,  Waho.  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  m  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States- 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  iws  not  omjrred  siivce  1992, 1*  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  cf  *  taciCil  and  electronic  air  combat  rombir.g  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in.  the  Urohxl  State*  Air  Force’*  proposed  Enhanced  Trjuv.ng  in  ld.itv>* 
Environmentnl  Impact  Statement. 

Also,  l  would  like  to  sen  the  UrJrcd  States  Air  Fcrw  midget*  with  Idaho  Ucpam-.cnt  of  Fish  and 
Canto  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season.  »•>  the*  5M* Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Hone  Aii  Uase  currently  trains 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sinrerjlr, 

SigtrAftire  Hcquirtd  ^ 


u±^± 


5LxA* 


±5>fJ. 


#  '  000083 

Urjted  States  Air  Force/ Bureau  of  Land  Management 
r.O  box  329 
Boise,  ID  8370 1-0329 

GE-3  To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

A?  a  mrnVr  nf  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  SheCp  l  would  like  the  Idaho 
Detriment  of  Fish  and  Cam*  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  pT^r.uit  from  the 
California  Bighorn  iheep  populations  ;n  Owyhee  County,  Idaho.  This  program  has  pvuvkled 
Irnnsplart  nock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  State*. 

The  best  mean*  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  Isas  not  occurred  since  1992.  is  by  supporting 
the  jv>  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
In  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  fVsV'*  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  IcUho- 
inviromocntsl  Impact  Statemmt. 

Aho,  1  wouM  tike  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  w  ith  Idaho  Department  of  Fisl’-  nrU 
Came  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  live 
annual  hunting  season,  ns  Ihe  366*  Composite  Win*  nt  Moiuv ilrv  Home  Air  Base  cunentlv  train* 

Thank  yoo  for  the  opportunity  to  comment 
Smcrreiy. 

Styintttrc  Rcqtnrrtt  _  _ 


Las  Am^os  _ state  z.p  <37*5* _ 

_  - 

emsr  u/Mi  <Uw*t  Vm  ui>e  W  evxvnA*> 

C>v/6<L  Tit6  KdP-A  UOHuOLCPtf  fteFUdfc  AS  € . 
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£xxA.t\  Tt^  Fun  f30UA/rA*v»  H°A^  A  j 
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>  _S‘S£S3>  ■ 


LAV  OSO  W 


United  States  Air  Force  /Bureau  of  Land  Management 
PO.  Bo*  329 
thil*?,  ID  53701-0329 

GE-3  To  Whom  it  May  Conetrn: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foi/v-daiion  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  I  would  like  the  Idaho 
rVjwtbuem  af  Fiih  and  Came  lo  re-establish  a  tiappirg  and  rrarup Wanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County.  Idalm.  This  pnognni  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  hobhst  In  the  Wc.ucrn  United  S’ates. 

l  ive  best  mean*  to  re-establish  thi*  pcogrsm,  which  h*i  not  occurred  *ii*oe  199“,  It  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  lactical  and  electronic  »;r  combat  bomring  nmge 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  In  the  United  States  A«  Force's  proposed  TjiKaneoJ  Training  in  Idaho- 
Env'trwmentul  Impact  Statement. 

Also,  { would  like  to  see  thx  United  State*  Air  l-orcc  mitigate  vUh  Idal-o  Depanmer.;  of  FUh  and 
Uame  cnr.ceming  iupcisork  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  curlnj  lamemg  «ason  ur.d  the 
annual  huntlngseawn,  a»the266,"Coirp03ih!  Wing  at  Mountain  Hrxr.e  Air  base  currently  trahvs. 

Thank  you  for  Ihe  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sncureiy 

Si>vtf»rrRcvjfrfrrd  "JO  ,  >  *7  ' _ '  _ _ 


Uroled  Scattrf  Air  rorcc/Bu:e«u  of  Land  Management 
TX>.  3o<  3N 
Boise.  ID  83  7C 1-0329 

GE-3  To  Whom  It  May  Cnecem: 

A*  a  merrber  of  the  Foundation  for  No*th  American  Wild  SScep  I  would  like  the  IdMu. 
I>partrrent  of  Fish  and  Came  n  re-establish  a  Irapplng  and  trarspl-tMing  program  from  the 
California  Cigforn  sheep  populations  in  Ovyhe*  County,  Idaho.  Tills  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  touroceupied  h.tlitat ’m  t>e  Weslcm  United  States 

The  best  nwMJYt  to  re-establish  this  prugmm.  which  tus  not  oecurod  since  1992.  ii  by  suppotting 
tl*c  no  action  J  .tem.itive  (oo  development  of  a  lac-lcil  and  electronic  air  comb*t  bombing  rang.r 
ir.  Southwestern  M;iho)  in  the  United  Str.tes  Air  Force’s  propuaed  Enhanced  Trailing  in  tdflho- 
Envtunmental  Impad  Statement. 

A  l*o,  (  would  like  to  see  the  United  Staler  ^:r  Fcroct  a'.iticatc  with  Idaho  Depertroent  of  Fish  and 
Came  concerning  M^»r»on’K*  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  se^on  and  the 
annual  hunting  m  the  3«*Comp«ite  Wing  at  Moont.Vrv  home  Air  Base  atmnthr  trains. 

Tl'ank  yoc  for  the oppomirl^io comment 

Sinme!/. 

Xrg»»/Tii»fr  Rnjauad 


,  GUK  *  ’  &SZ. 


S<vine 

Address 


Adcreva  /r  Z> _ C<  - - - - - — - 
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000092 


United  Jjlnrej  Air  Force  /Bureau  of  Land  Management 
P.O.  Box  329 
0oi5-.!O  537J1  -0329 

GE-3  To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  me-nbw  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wilti  Sheep  (  would  lifc*'  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Came  to  re-establish  a  trapping  ond  transplanting  program  from  tte 
California  Bighorn  steep  populations  in  Owyhee  County.  Idaho.  Tlds  projram  h.n  provided 
transplant  stock  ro  unoccupied  lubitst  in  the  Western  United  States. 

The  be*! nur«n $  to  re-cfUiblish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992.  is  by  supporting 
tte  nn  action  nlterrntive  (no  development  cf  a  w-ical  and  electronic  air  com  bar  bombing  range 
L-,  Southwestern  Idaho)  ir.  the  United  States  Air  Force's  prop  cued  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho* 
F-nvirflnmcr.ia]  fmpact  Statement. 

A  No,  l  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  hocce  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  l-tsh  and 
Came  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  tine  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  366  *  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains. 

Thenk  yOt  tor  the  opportunity  to  comment 
&rccrelyv 

Signature  Rr.i}ttirrri 


United  States  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 
ttO.  Box  329 
Boise,  rUffi7GVOS29 


To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  I  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  live 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho-  This  program  hai  provided 
transplant  stock  to  ur occupied  habitat  in  che  Western  United  Sutes. 

The  best  means  to  re-#StablisMhi$  program.  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992.  Is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  »  tentative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
m  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  Sutes  Air  r-orce’s  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Fr  vlrnnmenrftl  Impact  Statement. 

Also,  I  would  like  to  see  tte  United  Stales  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game  concerning  supersonic  and  subsotvc  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunttng  season,  as  the  366* Composite  Wir.g  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  eurcenlly  trains. 

Thank  ynu  for  the  opportunity  to  comment 
Sincerely, 

SigKirfurt  Required 


*-La  j& 
SI bag. 
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June,  1597  000094 

United  Stares  Air  Fottc/B ureau  of  Land  Management 
P.O.  Box  329 
Boise,  ID  83701-0329 

GE-3  To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  I  would  like  the  Idaho 
Ocpartmenf  of  Fish  and  Game  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  Lie 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  ir.  Owyhee  County.  Idaho.  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  hi  unoccupied  habitat  in  tte  Wrtecm  United  Stares 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  shoe  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combs  t  bombing  range 
In  Southwestern  Idaho}  in  the  United  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Fmte.iccd  Training  in  Idaho- 
Enviromn«i\t£l  Impact  Statement. 

Also,  I  would  like  to  see  the  United  Stales  Air  Force  mitigate  wlJi  Idatx>  Department  of  Fish  anil 
Ciamc  concerning  Super viric  and  subsume  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  a*  the  366*  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  uains 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely 

Stg/Ktfnr#  Required 


United  S;«tes  Air  Foree/Bureau  of  Land  Management 
l’.O  Box  329 
Boise,  ID  837GMXJ29 

To  Whom  it  May  Concern; 

AS  *  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  I  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Came  to  re-establish  a  trapping  nnd  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  iherp  populations  in  Owyhee  County.  Idaho.  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  itoek  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  Starrs. 

Tte  be«  means  to  re-esubMi  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  rsby  supporting 
Lie  no  action  alternative  (no  develop  men;  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  tenge 
In  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  In  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also.  I  would  like  to  seethe  United  Stares  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Dtp®  mrent  of  Fish  and 
Game  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hurting  season,  as  the  36<"Cempwi't(i,.Ving  at  Mountain  Home  Ale  Base  currently  trains. 

Ihank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Slrorrety. 

Signature  Required 
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jtn«,w?7  oacocs 

United  States  Air  Focw/bureau  of  land  Management 
P.O.  Box  329 
Bo*e,  ID  83701-0329 

GE-3  To  Whom  II  May  Concern? 

Aj  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  I  woo'd  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fuh  and  Came  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  pcpulations  ;r  Owyhee  County,  Id  a  hex  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States. 

The  bear  mwns  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  nDl  occurred  since  1  392.  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactuxl  and  electronic  air  combat  bjmoing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  In  the  United  States  Air  Font's  proposed  Enhanced  Tr.xining  t:i  Idanc- 
PnY:ron(rc»tAl  Impact  Statement. 

Also,  I  wouhJ  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  ef  Fad\  arc 
Came  concerning  seperjonlc  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  scn$on,  as  the  36 6*  Composite  Wiog  at  Mountain  l  locne  Air  Base  currently  trains 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely, 

Signature  Required 
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Address  .r£Z.C?j£ _ J&L/LCL _ .  ./S  ji - 

City  GLOh^cop  RINGS _ Stare _ Coto^ _ Zip  kO/  , „ 

Comment*: 

jekt1  <Ur 


United  States  Air  Force/ Bureau  of  Land  Management 
P.O.  Box  3W 

ID  53701-1:329 


GE-3  To  Whom  it  MaV  Concern: 

As  a  member  ol  the  Foundation  for  North  American.  Wild  SSeep  I  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  end  Game  kt  re-establish  a  trappinganj  transplanting  program  from  tlw 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho.  This  program  has  provided 
tTAfttpUut  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  fn  tbe  Wes»<m  U"»t«d  State;. 

Thebes:  means  to  re-est*Mi»h  th*s  nrofrum  wlreh  has  net  occurred  since  1992,  Is  by  supporting 
th*  no  action  alternative  (r.o  development  ef  a  taet.es!  and  electronic  air  combat  combing  range 
in  South  western  Idaho)  ir  the  United  Slates  Air  Forte's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Km.  I  would  l.kr  tv  «««  thr  United  States  Air  Vera  mitigate  with  M»hO  Oepar.n-.cni  of  Fish  and 
Game  ecmrerninp  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  retie:  during  lambing  season  and  rtw 
annual  hunting  season,**  the  366  ^Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Homs  Ait  Base  currently  trains. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  roprtWnt 
Sincerely  // 

Ci>U^t>U<  re  Kf/J'il'vd 


1««s  rsbusmy  0«WE 


_  State ... _ 7.ip  _ 


United  States  Air  Force/ Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  329 

Boise.  ID  83701-0329 

GE-3  To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  l  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States. 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force’s  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also.  I  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  366*  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity-  to  comment 
Sincerely, 

Signature  Required  _ 


/t?A 


000107 


United  States  Air  Forre/Bureau  of  Land  Management 
P.O.  Box  329 
Boise,  ID  83701-0329 

To  Whom  It  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  ttje  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  I  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  In  Owyhee  County,  Idaho.  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  In  the  Western  United  States. 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  Is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also,  I  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Came  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  366*  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  jo  comment. 

Sincerely, 


Comments:  /?  /_f  yfrr  U)jT 

Z&J*  opens'  / 

/s 
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United  States  Air  Force/ Bureau  of  Land  Management 
P.O.  Box  329 
Boise,  ID  83701-0329 

GE-3  To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  I  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Came  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  Count)'.  Idaho.  Thls  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States. 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also.  I  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the366,h  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely, 

Signature  Required  1 


000110 

United  States  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  329 

Boise,  ID  83701-0329 

GE-3  To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  I  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho.  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States. 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also,  I  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Came  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  366*  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely, 

Signature  Required 


United  States  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  329 

Boise.  ID  83701-0329 

GE-3  To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  I  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho.  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States. 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also,  I  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  366*  Composite  VVing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely, 

Signature  Required  ■  /» 


tirre  acquired  ■  * 
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United  States  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 
P.O  Box  329 
Boise,  ID  83701-0329 

To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  1  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Came  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho.  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States. 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992.  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also,  I  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Came  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  366'*'  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely, 

Siymifure  Required  / 
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June. 1997 
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United  States  Air  Force /Bureau  of  Land  Management  00G115 

P.O.  Box  329 
Boise,  ID  $3701 -0329 

GE-3  To  Whom  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  I  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States. 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also,  I  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  366*  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely. 

$i£iirtf»re  Required  S/ // 


United  States  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O  Box  329 

Boise.  ID  83701 -0329 

GE-3  To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  I  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Came  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho.  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States. 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement 

Also,  I  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Garre  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  366*  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment 
Sincerely, 

Signature  Required 


At,  i  , 


'**ma*phsee(u,4  Onety  mfU/fcr 
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United  States  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 
P.O.  Box  329 
Boise,  ID  83701-0329 
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To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  I  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho.  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States. 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also,  l  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  366*  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely, 

Signature  Required 


"7cL 


United  States  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 

PO.  Bo*  329 

Boise.  ID  83701-0329 

GE-3  To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  I  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho.  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States. 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also.  I  would  like  to  see  the  United  Stares  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  366*  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment 
Sincerely, 

5>£*»nfnre  Required 


Comments: 
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Address  ‘""Pfo,  11 


Comments  J  ^  ^  ^[L^ 
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United  States  Air  Force/Burcau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  329 

Boise,  ID  83701-0329 

To  Whom  It  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  I  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho.  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also,  I  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  366*  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely,  I  j 

Signature  Required  J  /|  \  I  1/ 


tit  re  Required  j  /  l  *^  \[ 
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United  States  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  329 

Boise,  ID  83701-0329 


000131 


GE-3  To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  I  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho.  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States. 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also,  I  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  366"' Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely, 

Signature  Required^.  — \ 


Name  _  L  C£a  >& 

Address  fa  J  Q  ton 


P/c&S-t  cSo  ^ 


Name  J/MO#  _ 

Address  &  /frZpfsJ  £-a/ . 

Citv _ _ ! 


Comments: 


000137 

United  States  Air  Force/Burcau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  329 

Boise,  ID  83701-0329 

GE-3  To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  I  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho.  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States. 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also,  I  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  366”  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely, 

Signature  Required 


United  States  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 
P.O.  Box  329 
Boise.  ID  83701-0329 


000139 


GE-3  To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  I  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho.  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  rot  occurred  since  1992.  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also,  I  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annuat  hunting  season,  as  the  366*  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely, 

Signature  Required 


Comments:  \f Qvy  0^r 

k  puW**t  Mere  s4,r  OJ  ^  MCuMc,;, 


*  £ _ 


c/ 
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Written  Comments 


65 


United  Slates  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  329 

Boise.  ID  S3 701 -0329 


000139 


000145 


United  States  Air  rorce/Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  329 

Boise,  TD  83701 -0329 


GE-3  To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  I  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Came  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County.  Idaho.  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force’s  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also,  I  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Came  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  366* Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment 
Sincerely, 

Signature  Required 


GE-3  To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  I  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Cane  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  paigram  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho.  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement 

Also,  I  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Came  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  366*  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  copjmeMr-^ 


Comments:  V  &S 

J2$  dZO  w 


M  fV/,  _ State 

7^/6 


June,  1957  00014G 

United  States  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  329 

Boise.  ID  83701-0329 

GE-3  To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  I  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho.  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force’s  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement 

Also,  I  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  366*  Compos iteW'ing at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely, 

Signafrirc  Pe^Hired  _ 


dSs-' 


|ur.MW  000151 

United  States  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 

PC.  Box  329 

Boise.  ID  83701-0329 

GE-3  To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  I  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Came  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho.  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force’s  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement 

Also,  I  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Came  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  366*  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely, 

Signature  Required 


Name fern  <  {{  O  At/  Z J 

Address  _ 


An  fa  *7 _ Slate  Zip  /rS'V* 

fc/t,  if*  '  C 

.'A-  6  / <Z / 


Name  MAcc/dA 7  1$*/ 
Address  /2  OX?  tAsSr /AS 
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June,  1997 

United  States  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 
P.O.  Box  329 
Boise,  ID  83701-0329 


000155 


GE-3  To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  I  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho.  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States. 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force’s  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also,  I  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  366*  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely, 

SignytfrfRequired 


Address  'S*7~r- 

City  _ 


_State 


mr 


^6/ 


Comments: 


£>,  Jl.1  A  LUCU 


000162 


June,  1997 

United  States  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O-  Box  329 

Boise,  ID  83701-0329 

QJT.3  To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  1  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also,  1  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  366* Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely, 

Signature  Required 


Name  CgPqlj  Tftci>VI^ _ 

/?/6Wl-777c 

Address  JV  » _ _ _ 

riw  ^rrAA^A^  State 

zip  ?<&€>3 

t  * 

Comments: 


GE-3 


June,  1997  000163 

United  States  Air  Force/ Bureau  of  Land  Management 
P.O.  Box  329 
Boise,  ID  83701-0329 

To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  I  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho.  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States. 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  {no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force’s  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also,  I  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  366*  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely, 

Sf^nrtfiire  Required 


June,  1997 

United  States  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  329 

Boise,  ID  83701-0329 


00016G 


GE-3 


To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  I  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho.  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States. 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also,  1  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Came  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  3661'  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely, 

Signature  Required 


ft' 


- 


Name  fl&rC,/*  y  jf"  l*j  ri  < -s  {/_ 


Address  <3  H  2.  S y//T  ■<  S  >/  cILl _ tie  <k  /„ 


City  fljr.'fi  /c  ZZx 


-State  V  T 


Njm.  Hei  L 

TuSS/a* 
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State 

Zip 

Comments:  p/p<*  ^  tfe/  f>  US  f>TC$*r  ^ 
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June,  1997  000X70 

United  States  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 
P.O.  Box  329 
Boise,  ID  83701-0329 

GE-3  To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  I  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho.  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992.  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also,  1  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annua!  hunting  season,  as  the  366*  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely,  ^ 

Signature  Required  /7S  f 


June,  1997  000172 

United  States  Air  Force /Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O  Box  329 

Boise.  ID  33701-0329 

GE-3  To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  I  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho.  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  slock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States. 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force’s  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also,  I  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  366*  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment 
Sincerely, 

Sigitature  Required  / 


1007  Sunset  Drive 


Comments:  \  $C£AT  20  VfcACj  A  5  A  fl64TgC  T  TrtC 
CoZP 5  •  *T Hi)  I '  S  jvtoT  N££0/-0 


June,  1997  000173 

United  States  Air  Forcc/Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  329 

Boise,  ID  83701-0329 

GE-3  To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  I  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992.  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also,  l  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the 366* Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely, 

Signature  Required  + 


T?  7*V  U*X<  TSdrfkt' 


United  States  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 

PO  Box  329 

Boise.  ID  83701-0329 


000177 


GE-3  To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  I  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho.  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  Slates 

The  best  means  to  re-estabUsh  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  T.o  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also.  I  would  like  to  see  the  United  Stales  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  366*  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment 
Sincerely, 

Signature  Required 


Name  fa/- 


Address 


_$taie  <&///— 


Zip 


Comments:  *  A  a  re  r*  -  j  ^V 

/j&yJ  *  St  "y  tvjC/<  j  *«  r*1 
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June,  1997  000161 

United  States  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 
P.O.  Box  329 
Boise,  ID  S3 70 1-0329 

To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  I  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho.  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States. 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also,  l  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  366*  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely, 

SrgMrtfi/rc  Required 


y  J^<Xajas<  isk*'  tuXLiX 


i^ia.  Qx+SUL 


,  .yLkeX  <ccj-*u£j 


United  States  Air  Force/ Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  329 

Boise,  ID  83701-0329 


0001S2 


GE-3  To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  I  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho.  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States. 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also.  I  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  366*  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely, 

Si£w»ftire  Required 


June,  1997  000183 

United  States  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 
PO.  Box  329 
Boise,  ID  83701-0329 

GE*3  To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  1  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho.  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States. 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also,  I  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  366*  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment.  . 

SiSnatJre  Required  /9  /-y/V  •  / 


Name  /  L*H 

Address  /CT^  /  //g7ts 

City  @ kty*  C  _ State 
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United  States  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 
P.0  Box  329 
Boise.  ID  83701-0329 


GE-3  To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  I  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho.  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States. 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement 

Also,  I  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  366*  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains. 


Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  edrr 

Sincerely,  - ^  ,  / 

Stjnnfure  /  J/f  / 


Address  3773/  A/£~ 

Citv.  jlU~  .Or 


Zip  *77 33-1 


v.a  hJ,  uu  «  Hkt-£r  J.JJ. o.  vs/e.  V#,  CTtbcJ 


462 1  Shirley 
Boise,  Idaho  83703 
June  13, 1997 


U.  S.  Air  Force 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Box  329 

Boise,  Idaho  83701-0329 
E-2  Dear  Air  Force  and  BLM, 

The  Owyhee  Canyonlands  Is  one  of  the  largest  relatively  undisturbed  wilderness 
sites  In  the  U.  S.,  being  home  to  the  California  Bighorn  with  the  Duck  Yalley 
Indian  Reservation  nearby,  and  is  personally  my  favorite  recreational  area  in 
Idaho.  As  you  can  guess,  I  am  opposed  to  any  range  expansion  In  this  area,  but 
my  reasons  are  not  limited  to  the  Immeasurably  valuable  assets  of  this  region  nor 
to  the  Immorality  of  the  expansion's  impact  on  the  Native  American  population 
of  Duck  Valley. 

The  Air  Force  Itself  has  come  out  on  record  to  say  the  range  is  not  a  necessity. 
Just  this  year,  General  Peck  stated  that  the  346th  is  “the  most  combat  capable 
unit  anywhere  in  the  world  right  now/'  And  the  Department  of  Defense  stated 
the  same  as  recently  as  1995.  Also,  the  Air  Force  knew  full  well  before  it  brought 
the  344th  Wing  to  Mountain  Home  that  range  expansion  was  not  likely  since  the 
Big  Springs  proposal  bad  recently  been  put  down.  Remember,  the  344th  was 
brought  here  AFTER  there  was  much  public  outcry  against  this  first  range 
expansion  proposal.  So,  chronologically,  the  Air  Force  proposed  a  range 
expansion  (the  Big  Springs  proposal)  and  was  defeated,  then  the  366<h  came  to 
Mountain  Home  AFB  and  became  the  most  elite  composite  air  wing  (n  the 
world,  and  without  more  air  space.  Yet  the  Air  Force  claimed  they  needed  more 
apace  (the  proposed  North  and  South  Idaho  Training  Ranges),  and  was  defeated 
once  again.  Nevertheless,  General  Peck  was  able  to  make  his  honest  aucssment 
of  the  366<h  being  the  most  combat  capable  fighting  unit  In  the  world  today. 
Obviously,  the  Wing  is  operating  at  utmost  efficiency  right  now  without  any 
more  range  space,  thus  range  expansion  is  not  necessary.  From  the  chronology  of 
events,  it  can  even  be  argued  that  the  364th  was  brought  to  Mountain  Home  AFB 
to  force  range  expansion  despite  the  numerous  conservationist  and  recreational 
groups  and  individual  citizens,  such  as  myself,  against  expansion  into  the 
Owyhees. 

And  so  now  the  Air  Force,  in  its  efforts  to  find  any  reasonable  argument  to 
support  range  expansion,  sites  the  cost  of  air  travel  to  Utah  and  Nevada.  They 
■  ■ declare  financial  savings  if  more  air  space  is  available  in  Idaho  near  Saylor  Creek. 

I  submit  that  this  argument  is  highly  debatable,  and  I  would  certainly  question 
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I  any  cost  analysis  done  by  the  Air  Force.  I  read  the  previous  EIS  put  together  by 
the  Air  Force  and  found  it  highly  flawed  regarding  the  data  with  which  I  was 
most  knowledgeable.  This  was  true  apparently  across  the  board  regarding  the 
sheep  population,  noise,  impacts  on  Duck  Yalley,  etc.  If  you  sar  through  the 
hearings  and  listened  to  the  testimony  of  scientists  and  experts  in  these  fields. 
Therefore,  I  would  very  seriously  question  any  Air  Force  generated  numbers 
showing  substantial  savings  that  might  possibly  validate  range  expansion  in  the 
Owyhees. 

What  it  really  comes  down  to  is  sacrificing  this  valuable  land  for  the  greed  and 
convenience  of  the  Air  Force.  They  want  more  space  in  Idaho,  but  they  have  said 
they  don't  need  it.  When  they've  been  denied,  they've  changed  their  proposals. 
But  the  facts  remain  the  same:  Any  range  expansion  anywhere  in  the  Owyhees 
will  alter  and  destroy  too  much  forever  due  to  the  roads  that  will  need  to  be  built, 
the  emitter  sites  that  will  need  to  be  Installed,  the  potential  fires  from  chaff,  the 
tremendous  increase  in  chaff,  the  increased  impact  of  the  sonic  booms  on  the 
wildlife  and  the  residents,  and  the  locking  up  of  12,000  acres  of  land  that  is  rich 
historically,  culturally,  enrlroomentaliy  and  recreatiooally.  In  totality,  this  IS 
NOT  A  SACRIFICE  THAT  IS  ACCEPTABLE,  espedtJ!/  Ifh  b  nor  needed. 

Finally,  what  really,  really  bothers  me  is  that  the  Air  Force  has  been  defeated 
numerous  times  for  variations  on  the  theme  of  range  expansion,  in  public 
testimony,  in  the  courts,  and  In  the  law  of  ethics,  yet  they  keep  coming  back  with 
yet  another  proposal,  year  after  year.  Each  section  of  each  EIS  has  been 
extremely  flawed;  the  tremendous  negative  impacts  of  the  range  expansion  are 
hard  to  lie  about  convincingly.  Yet  the  Air  Force  comes  back  with  yet  another 
expansion  proposal,  this  rime  3-5  proposals.  Does  the  Air  Force  think  we  are 
stupid,  and  is  the  Air  Force’s  plan  to  divide  and  conquer  until  they  get  what  they 
want  in  Idaho??  That’s  how  it  appears,  and  I  highly  resent  these  obvious 
implications.  The  Air  Force  is  wasting  a  lot  of  money*  In  the  process,  when  they 
should  be  seeking  to  develop  a  bigger  range  elsewhere,  given  the  number  of  times 
they've  been  defeated  here. 

To  clarify,  I  would  like  to  state  that  I  am  not  opposed  to  the  Air  Force;  in  fact 
I’m  proud  of  their  world  class  capability  and  the  job  they  do  preserving  our 
freedoms.  But  the  Air  Force  Is  generating  a  lot  of  bad  feelings  among  people  like 
me  in  Idaho  and  elsewhere  with  its  heavy  handedness  on  this  issue  and  their 
relentless  pursuit  of  an  expanded  range  that  appears  to  be  really  the  first  step  in  a 
giant  land  grab  effort.  It  is  time  for  the  Air  Force  to  admit  defeat  on  the  issue  of 
range  expansion  in  the  Owyhee  Canyonlands  and  put  their  efforts  elsewhere. 

This  land  is  simply  way  too  valuable  for  way  too  many  reasonj,  and  the  Air  Force 
needs  to  come  to  terms  with  this  fan  and  quit  wasting  everybody's  time  and 
money  on  the  Issue  of  range  expansion  anywhere  in  the  Owyhees. 


Most  sincerely,  Karen  Knudtsen 


U.S.  Air  Foree/Bureau  of  Land  Management  6-11-97 

P.O.  Box  329 

Bolts,  Idaho  B3701-0329 
Gentlemen: 

I  am  writing  to  comment  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  prepared  in  connection  with  the  Enhanced  Training 
in  Idaho  program  aa  proposed  by  the  United  States  Air  Torce . 

I  reside  on  a  email  ranch  In  Nevada  located  at  geographical 
coordinates;  N  41  *  43.45',  W  1  1  5*  58.45'  ( NAD  27).  This  is 
approximately  10  miles  south  of  Mountain  City,  Nevada,  and  is 
located  on  Trail  Creek.  This  is  shown  on  the  Salt  Lake  City 
Sectional  Aeronautical  Chart,  edition  of  April  24,  1997,  and 
is  indicated  simply  es  ’'RANCH'*. 

Hy  concern  Is  noise,  i  have  been  in  communication  with  the 
Air  Force  and  the  Idaho  Air  National  Guard  the  past  several 
yaars  concerning  low  flying  jet  aircraft  passing  over  my 
residence.  This  frightens  livestock  and  Is  quit#  disturbing 
to  me.  Z  reside  here  because  of  the  peace  and  quiet.  It  is 
a  remote  spot  with  a  gentle,  pastoral  environment  far  removed 
from  the  stress  and  turmoil  growing  in  the  world  today.  Hermit 
I  might  very  well  be  but  I  value  this  tranquillity  above 
everything  else. 

For  quite  some  time  my  complaints  and  pleas  were  routed  to  e 
public  affairs  office  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Forca  Base.  My 
impression  was  they  only  triad  to  be  pleasant  until  they  could 
get  me  off  the  telephone.  Eventually  I  was  able  to  contact 
other  persons  that  seemed  more  able  and  willing  to  work  on  my 
problem  with  the  low  flying  aircraft;  Col.  Billy  Richie  at 
Mountain  Horn# 

AFB  and  Captain  Glann  Eberle  in  Boise  with  the  Idaho  ANC. 

In  reviewing  the  EIS  it  would  appear  soma  of  the  proposed 
alternative  actions  would  generated  increased  military  aircraft 
traffic  in  th#  vicinity  of  my  residence.  Although  it  has  bean 
declared  a  "Noise  Sensitive  Aree"  the  altituda  restriction  is 
only  1,500  feet  above  ground  level.  Table  4.2-1a  in  the  EIS 
indicates  the  noise  from  the  type  aircraft  that  would  use  the 
new  training  sites  would  be  between  91  and  104  db  at  the 
operational  level  above  ground.  A  table  In  Section  3.2  shows 
this  lsvel  of  sound  to  be  very  loud.  Indeed  it  is. 

I  am  advised  by  Col.  Richie  and  Hr.  Kant  Apple,  airspace  manager 
for  the  366th  Wing  that  the  Military  Training  Routes,  IR  302/IR 
305  are  proposed  to  be  adjusted  in  such  a  manner  that  they  would 
be  farther  away  from  my  place.  Accomplishing  this  together 
with  raising  the  operational  altitudes  over  my  "Noise  Sensitive 
Area"  to  coincide  with  the  limits  proposed  for  the  Paradise 
KOA ,  1  4,500  to  1  8,000  feet  MSL  would  seem  to  mostly  resolve 
my  problems  with  the  disruption  from  noisy  aircraft. 
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Beyond  that  I  found  the  EIS  document  burdensome  and  difficult 
to  read.  It  tended  to  be  repetitious  and  was  riddled  with 
acronyms.  (Alas!  I  see  I  been  driven  to  using  them. I  You  might 
offer  It  to  those  suffering  from  sleep  disorders  as  I  observed 
a  strong  tendency  to  fall  asleep  during  my  attempts  to  wade 
through  it  all.  Nonetheless  I  do  appreciate  receiving  the 
documents  and  also  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  proposal. 


Tarry  Monroe — P - 

NCR  35  Box  40  V 
Mountain  City,  Nevada 
89831-9700 
702-763-6020 


United  States  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 
P.O.  Box  329 
Boise,  ID  83701-0329 

GE-3  To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  I  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Came  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County.  Idaho.  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States. 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also.  I  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  366*  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely. 

Signature  Required 


Comments:  Q~> 
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United  States  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 
P.O.  Box  329 
Boise,  ID  83701 -0329 

GE-3  To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  l  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho.  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States. 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also,  I  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annua!  hunting  season,  as  the  366*  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains. 


Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment.  /J 


June,  1997  0001S9 

United  States  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  329 

Boise,  ID  83701-0329 

GE-3  To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  l  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Came  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho.  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States. 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also,  I  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annua!  hunting  season,  as  the 366*  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely, 

Signature  Required 


Address  $£_ _ 

City  _ State  UthoK  Zip  _ 

Comments:  phr-tf 
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United  States  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  329 

Boise,  ID  8370 1*03  29 


GE-3  To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  I  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho.  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States. 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occuned  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also,  l  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  366*  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely, 

SiyMrtfiire  Required  / 


Jum.  1997  000210 

United  States  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 
P.O.  Bo*  329 
Boise,  ID  83701-0329 

GE-3  To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  1  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County.  Idaho  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States. 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  ij  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also,  I  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  366*  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely, 

Required 


City _ State _ Zip _ 

Comments:  ft//  sr~***t 
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United  States  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  329 

Boise,  ID  83701 -0329 
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United  States  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  329 

Boise.  ID  83701-0329 


000213 


GE-3  To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  I  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho.  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also,  I  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  366*  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely, 

0/1.  M. 


GE-3  To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  I  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho.  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States. 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also.  I  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  366*  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely, 

Snpmfrire  Required 


-Z.p  JJ34U _ 
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United  States  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  329 

Boise,  ID  83701*0329 
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United  States  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 
P.O.  Box  329 
Boise,  ID  83701-0329 


To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  I  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho.  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States. 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also,  I  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  366*  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely, 

Signature  Required 


To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  I  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho.  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States. 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also,  I  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  366*  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely, 

Signature  Required 


Address  j 
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Comments:  J&jUL* 


United  States  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  329 

Boise,  ID  83701-0329 

To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  I  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho.  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States. 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also,  I  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  366*  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely, 

Signature  Required 


Computer  Comment  Form 
Enhanced  Training  In  Idaho  Public  Hearing 

Hello.  Please  use  the  tab  key  or  arrow  keys  to  move  to  each  new  typing  area. 


Last  Name:  Rose  First  Name:  LaDawna 

Address:  box  53 

City:  Owyhee  State:  N.V  Zip:  89832 

What  private,  local,  state,  or  federal  organization  or  agency  do  you  represent? 


Enter  your  comments  now;  when  you  are  done,  press  the  tab  key  or  arrow  keys: 

My  name  is  LaDawna  rose.  Cm  a  shoshon  paiute  from  owyhee  NV.  I  get  very  scaird  of  all 
the  jets  flying  around.  When  my  great  grandmother  was  dieing,  bless  her  soul,  she  only 
ate  Native  foods.  She  said  the  white  man  foods  didn’t  taste  good  she  ate  very  little  so 
what  ever  she  wanted  to  eat.  My  family  would  make  it  for  her,  and  now  it  makes  me  feel 
sad  to  think  of  how  you  the  people  don't  think  it’s  very  important  if  you  scare  our  animals 
off,  or  effect  their  coming  into  this  world.  My  great  grandmohter  also  used  herbs  and  ate 
berries  to  make  her  feel  better.  My  family  and  I  would  go  out  and  pick  what  she  needed  to 
make  tea,  smuge,  or  just  to  have  incase  she,  or  any  of  her  family  members  needed  it. 
These  herbs  and  roots  are  also  found  in  the  owyhee  desert.  It  makes  me  sad  to  think 
some  day  we  will  be  cut  off  from  going  to  the  owyhee  desert,  by  locked  gates  and  the 
beautiful  animals  and  birds  scared  off  by  the  loud  jets.  I  would  hate  to  have  a  bombing 
range  close  byl  All  of  us(the  native  people  )dont  want  to  loose  our  native  ways  !  We  take 
care  of  our  land  ,  animals  ,  &  our  selves!!)! 


TO  SAVE  YOUR  COMMENT: 


•  Press  F12,  then 

«  Type  In  the  first  6  letters  of  your  last  name,  and  the  first  2  letters  of  your  first 


To  print,  click  on  the  printer  icon 
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000224 


Computer  Comment  Form 
Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho  Public  Hearing 

Hello.  Please  use  the  tab  key  or  arrow  keys  to  move  to  each  new  typing  area. 


06/09/97 

Last  Name:  ROSE  First  Name:  LADAWNA 

Address:  po  box  53 

City:  Owyhee  State:  NV  ZIpB9832: 

What  private,  local,  state,  or  federal  organisation  or  agency  do  you  represent? 


Enter  your  comments  now;  when  you  are  done,  press  the  tab  key  or  arrow  keys: 

GE-1  If  the  bombing  range  continues  the  animals  &  birds  will  die.  My  people  may  die  also  I 
dont  want  to  die  because  I  would  love  to  live  a  long  life  like  other  native  people  My  family 
would  love  to  live  a  pieceful  loving  life!!!!!! 

TO  SAVE  YOUR  COMMENT: 

•  Press  F12,  then 

•  Type  in  the  first  6  letters  of  your  last  name,  and  the  first  2  letters  of  your  first 
name. 


Computer  Comment  Form 
Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho  Public  Hearing 

Hello.  Please  use  the  tab  key  or  arrow  keys  to  move  to  each  new  typing  area. 


06/09/97 

Last  Name:  Thomas  First  Name:  Kirsten 

Address- 421 

City:Owhyee  State:  N.V  Zip:  89832 

What  private,  local,  state,  or  federal  organization  or  agency  do  you  represent? 
Member  of  the  Shoshone  Paiute  tribe 

Enter  your  comments  now;  when  you  are  done,  press  the  tab  key  or  arrow  keys: 

GE-1  I  wish  there  no  sonic  booms.  I  do  not  want  know  sonic  booms 
around  my  house 

IP  SAVE  YQUR  COMMENT; 

«  Press  F12,  then 

•  Type  In  the  first  6  letters  of  your  last  name,  and  the  first  2  letters  of  your  first 
name. 


To  print,  click  on  the  printer  Icon  shown  above. 


To  print,  click  on  the  printer  Icon  shown  above. 
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Computer  Comment  Form 
Enhanced  Training  In  Idaho  Public  Hearing 

Hello.  Please  use  the  tab  key  or  arrow  keys  to  move  to  each  new  typing  area. 


Last  Name:  Carpenter 
Address:  box  27 
City:  Owyhee 


06/09/97 

First  Name:  Oamara 
State:  N.V  Zlp:89832 

What  private,  local,  state,  or  federal  organization  or  agency  do  you  represent? 

Enter  your  comments  now;  when  you  are  done,  press  the  tab  key  or  arrow  keys: 

GE- 1  MY  name  is  Oamara  Carpenter  I'm  from  Owyhee  N.V  a  member  of  the  Shoshone-Paiute 
tribes.  I  don’t  like  the  noise  of  the  sonic  booms  .the  way  the  shake  the  windows.or  how  the 
scare  the  little  one's  ,and  wake  them  up  from  there  naps.  A  sacred  site  should  stay  sacred 
and  not  be  disturbed  It  may  not  mean  a  lot  to  you  but  it  means  a  lot  to  us. 


TO  SAVE  YOUR  COMMENT: 

•  Press  FI  2,  then 

•  Type  In  the  first  6  letters  of  your  last  name,  and  the  first  2  letters  of  your  first 
name. 


GE-2 


To  print,  click  on  the  printer  Icon 
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Computer  Comment  Form 
Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho  Public  Hearing 

Hello.  Please  use  the  tab  key  or  arrow  keys  to  move  to  each  new  typing  area. 


06/09/97 

Last  Name:Jac‘kson 


First  Name:Johnson 


Address:  Po  box  220 
City:  Owyhee 


BI-5 


PR-10 


DP- 12 


State:  NV  Zlp:B9832 

What  private,  local,  state,  or  federal  organization  or  agency  do  you  represent? 
Duck  Valley  Assembly  of  God  church 


I  have  a  concern  about  the  noise  that  the  aircraft  may  make  Before,  the  representatives 
of  Idaho  and  the  Air  Force  stated  that  there  were  no  low  level  flights  and  no  sonic  booms 
over  the  reservation  ...  They  were  wrong.  Also,  the  wildlife  and  the  domestic  livestock  of 
the  people  on  and  off  the  reservation  are  at  risk  (their  newbom/young).  Studies  in  and 
around  Fallon, NV  have  shown  that  the  wildlife  and  the  domestic  livestock  are  very  much 
affected  by  low  level  flights  and  the  accompanying  noise.  My  final  concern  is  for  the  way 
pTiat  the  bombing  range  is  'appropriated*  In  the  last  session,  the  state  of  Idaho  and  the 
Air  Force  tried  to  circumvent  federal  taw.  by  bypassing  congress.  Doesn't  it  take  an  act  of 
[congress  to  establish  a  bombing  range 

In  the  last  proposal,  the  state  of  Idaho  and  the  Air  Force  may  have  implied  that  the 
Shoshone-Paiute  Tnbes  (as  well  as  various  other  environmental  agencies)  were  the 
enemy  for  opposing  the  bombing  range.  Our  Indian  people  have  given  their  lives  in 
support  of  this  countries'  wars  We  have  some  enlisted  even  today,  in  various  arms  of  the 
military.  A  few  times  the  wars  and/or  battles  were  won  because  of  some  Indian  peoples' 
languages  being  used  as  'code'.  If  we  do  oppose  any  of  the  proposals.  It  is  very  unfair  to 
imply  that  we  are  'enemies*  to  either  the  Air  Force  and/or  the  state  of  Idaho.  I  (eel  that  the 
Air  Force  (and  other  branches  of  the  military)  should  publicly  state  (that  regardless  of  the 
support  or  opposition  that  we  give),  that  we  are  not  In  any  way  your  enemies  I  feel  very 
strongly  that  in  the  last  proposal  that  it  was  very  much  implied  by  the  Air  Force,  and  the 
state  of  Idaho. 

["There  is  a  mention  of  "adding*  additional  air-space  and/or  dropping  points  in  Idaho  and 
Nevada.  If  the  Air  Force  is  allowed  to  add  additional  air-space  and/or  dropping  points. 
WHEN  WILL  IT  STOP????  If  the  Air  Force  is  allowed  to  have  any  of  the  3  proposals, 
why  not  just  leave  it  at  the  one  proposal  that  is  accepted?  I  feel  that  the  Air  Force  may 
use  the  acceptance  of  any  of  the  proposals  as  a  license*  to  appropriate  more  air-space 


jack  son 
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Computer  Comment  Form 
Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho  Public  Hearing 

Hello.  Please  use  the  tab  key  or  arrow  keys  to  move  to  each  new  typing  area. 


Computer  Comment  Form 
Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho  Public  Hearing 

Hello.  Please  use  the  tab  key  or  arrow  keys  to  move  to  each  new  typing  area. 
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Computer  Comment  Form 
Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho  Public  Hearing 

Hollo.  Please  use  the  tab  key  or  arrow  keys  to  move  to  each  new  typing  area. 


Computer  Comment  Form 
Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho  Public  Hearing 

Hello.  Please  use  the  tab  key  or  arrow  keys  to  move  to  each  new  typing  area. 


06/09/97 

Last  Name:  HENRY  First  Name:  Dwayne 

Address: 

City:  Owyhee  State:  NV  ZJp:83932 

What  private,  local,  state,  or  federal  organization  or  agency  do  you  represent? 


06/09/97 

Last  Name.’Sope 

Address: 

City:  Owyhee 


First  Name:Milo 


City:  Owyhee  State:  Nv  Zip:  89832 

What  private,  local,  state,  or  federal  organization  or  agency  do  you  represent? 


Enter  your  comments  now;  when  you  are  done,  press  the  tab  key  or  arrow  keys: 


GE-1  My  name  Is  Dwayne  Henry  and  I  don't  Like  the  sonic  booms  nether  dose'my  brothers  or 
my  sisters.  My  uncle  has  a  farm  near  the  tracing  area  and  his  hourses  get  spoked  by  the 
sonic  booms  .  we  want  it  to  stop!!!! 


Press  F12,  then 

Type  in  the  first  6  letters  of  your  last  name,  and  the  first  2  letters  of  your  first 
name. 


Enter  your  comments  now;  when  you  are  done,  press  the  tab  key  or  arrow  keys: 
GE-1  White  men  are  killing  our  animals  and  taking  away  our  land! 


*  Press  F12,  then 


•  Type  in  the  first  6  letters  of  your  last  name,  and  the  first  2  letters  of  your  first 
name. 


To  print,  click  on  the  printer  Icon 


To  print  click  on  the  printer  Icon 
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Enhanced  Training  In  Idaho 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 


WRITTEN  COMMENT  SHEET 

Public  Hearing  Location:  M  DO. _ I 


Thank  you  for  providing  your  comments  on  the  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 


GE-1 
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Name: 


£AbAl 
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•  ’  *  Please  Print  * 
Wbrrs _ 


Address:  1?D  r^ta._3Z-?S  kku. . f%3%3 ^ 

<fr*y>r  4/Hri/s>l  1  - - -  . 
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Please  hand  this  form  in  or  mail  before  August  6,  1997  to: 


U  S.  Air  ForcefBureau  of  Land  Management 
P  O  Bo*  329 
Boise.  ID  83701-0329 


GE-1 


000240 


Enhanced  Training  In  Idaho 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 


WRITTEN  COMMENT  SHEET 


Public  Hearing  Location: 


Thank  you  for  providing  your  comments  on  the  Enhanced  Training  In  Idaho  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement 

i  _ _  Dole:  £?-'  Q~  ^  f  7 

GE-1  X  ^ 


’  ^ 


_ f' w  .-I 2&. 


— -J&Q — ^ i-  Q-pj/  n  .  yjC-d 


Nome: 


^2 


*  *  *  Please  Print  * 


Address:  ' 


Pc)  'U  / 


Sneer  Aocreu 


<3  f 


Cify/SJate/Zip  Code 


Please  hand  this  form  in  or  mail  before  August  6,  1997  to: 


U.S.  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 
P.0  Bo*  329 
Boise.  10  83701-0329 


GE-1 


Mi,  000239 

1^ T  O  ?  it  i  (UL^TTVj 

TF  ~Z0  6I»«1 


Dear  U.S.  Air  Force  and  Bureau  of  Land  Management: 

Isn't  the  heavy  citizen  opposition  to  the  "Enhanced  Training 
In  Idaho"  proposal  In  conservative  Idaho  a  good  Indication 
that  these  public  lands  have  far  too  high  a  value  to  convert  them 
to  a  bombing  range? 

Why  is  Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base  wasting  taxpayers'  money  by 
again  and  again  proposing  an  unneeded  and  unpopular  bombing 
rangeln  Idaho's  pristine  canyon  country? 

I  am  writing  In  regards  to  the  Air  Force'*  newest  proposal, 
"Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho,"  which  would  convert  Idaho's  public 
canyonlands  into  a  Tactical  Bombing  Range/Drop  Zone.  As  a  citizen 
of  the  United  States  and  Idaho  I  am  very  much  opposed  to  this 
expansion  for  several  reasons. 

Mountain  Home  Air  Force  base  began  pushing  this  expansion  In 
the  late  1980s  when  the  Cold  War  was  winding  down  and  cuts  In 
the  military  put  the  future  of  Mountain  Home  Air  Force  base 
In  Jeopardy.  Offering  the  military  a  huge  chunk  of  Idaho'* 
public  lands  as  a  bombing  range  seemed  a  powerful  lobbying  tool 
that  would  ensure  the  current  base's  safety.  Because  of  the 
enormous  outcry  from  Idaho'*  citizens  and  the  U.S.  Government's 
need  to  reduce  the  federal  budget  rather  than  expand.  Mountain 
Home  Air  Force  Base  has  been  denied  this  land  grab  twice  since 
then.  Regardless,  the  Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base  has  remained 
open,  showing  that  an  expanded  bombing  range  In  Idaho's 
canyonlands  Is  HOT  necessary  for  the  future  well-being  of  the  base. 
The  Air  Force  has  admitted  that  this  expansion  Is  not  necessary 
for  national  security  o:  a  well-trained  Air  Force.  It  would 
simply  be  a  feather  In  the  cap  of  Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base, 
a  superfluous  pork  barrel  proposal  that  is  simply  not  needed. 

Why  (s  Mountain  Home  AFB  wasting  taxpayers'  money  by  again  and 
again  proposing  an  unneeded  and  unpopular  bombing  range  In 
Idaho's  pristine  canyon  country? 

Because  this  bombing  range  Is  not  necessary  for  the  future 
well-being  of  Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base  or  for  national 
security,  It  la  an  Insulting  slap  In  the  face  to  the  people  of 
Idaho  who  enjoy  this  natural  playground.  Because  the  population 
of  Southern  Idaho  Is  still  small,  the  locations  of  favorite 
fishing  holes,  hunting  areas,  canyon  narrows,  caves,  petroglyphs, 
and  secluded  undeveloped  hot  springs  are  closely  guarrieJ  secrets. 
So,  of  course,  the  Owyhee  County  canyonlands  are  yet  to  gain  the 
national  recognition  of  Southern  Utah's  national  parks  or 
California's  Joshua  Tree.  But  these  canyonlands  are  a  Jewel  in 
the  desert,  and  Idaho’s  local  communities  know  It.  Why  else  would 
such  a  conservative  state  fight  so  hard  against  this  bombing 
range?  To  I-^se  this  land  forever  would  be  a  horrible  mistake. 

These  canyons  are  much  too  valuable  to  be  os"d  for  a  homblng 
range. 

alncerely, 
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Written  Comments 


000242 


P.O.  Box  653  •  Boise,  ID  83701  -  343-8133 


Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho  Not  Needed  and  Illegal 

The  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho  (ETI)  proposal  is  the  fourth 
attempt  by  the  Air  force  to  establish  a  high-threat  supersonic 
battlefield  and  bombing  range  in  Idaho  for  composite  force 
exercises. 


The  Air  Force  has  repeatedly  argued,  on  the  record,  that  they 
do  not  need  additional  training  facilities  in  Idaho.  They  contend 
that  the  range  represents  "enhancement,  not  necessity,"  and  that 
PM  1  th*  trainin<?  n*«ds  of  the  composite  ving  are  being  fully  met  with 
'  facilities  currently  available  to  it.  Composite  Wing  Commander, 

General  Peck  has  stated,  "We  are  the  most  combat  capable  unit 
anywhere  in  the  world  right  now."  That's  with  current  training 
opportunities. 

__  An  Auditor's  Report  issued  by  the  Inspector  General  of  the 
Department  of  Defense  completed  in  1995  concluded  that  additional 
training  in  Idaho  was  not  necessary.  It  stated  that  the  training 
needs  of  the  composite  wing  can  be  met  with  existing  ranges  and 
that  the  creation  of  a  range  in  Idaho  would  duplicate  existing 
pNI  .  .  training  resources.  It  pointed  out  that  the  Air  Force  had  not 
rpi-w  established  the  training  requirements  for  the  composite  wing  nor 
had  they  proved  why  existing  training  ranges  cannot  continue  to 
provide  composite  force  training.  The  report  also  stated  that  the 
cost  benefit  analysis  used  to  justify  the  Idaho  range  was  not 
valid. 

When  the  Air  Force  brought  the  composite  wing  to  Mtn.  Home 
they  stated  publicly  that  existing  facilities  could  provide  the 
wing  with  the  training  it  needed,  and  they  have. 

The  Air  Force  is  currently  downsizing.  With  fewer  pilots  and 
PN-14  |  aircraft  to  train  than  in  the  past,  existing  ranges  are  under- 
Jutilized. 

The  Secretary  of  Defense  has  never  certified  that  this 
proposed  range  is  necessary  for  national  defense. 


f  In  the  S] 

coalition  filec 
I  of  their  Air  Fc 


he  spring  of  1992,  the  Greater  Owyhee  Legal  Defense 
filed  suit  against  the  Air  Force  challenging  the  legality 
ir  Force  in  Idaho  EIS.  GOLD  argued  that  the  Air  Force  had 


violated  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  by  separating 
the  evaluation  of  composite  wing  training  from  the  evaluation  of 
the  wing  beddown  at  Htn.  Home  AFB. 

On  May  9,  1995,  Federal  Judge  Edward  J.  Lodge  ruled  in  COLD'S 
favor.  Judge  Lodge  wrote  that  the  Air  Force  EIS  was,  "an  abuse  of 
discretion  or  otherwise  not  in  accordance  with  [the)  law."  He 
ordered  that  the  EIS  be  returned  to  the  Air  Force  and  the 
cooperating  agencies  to,  "conduct  a  combined  EIS  that  includes  an 
analysis  of  both  the  Idaho  Training  Range  and  the  Composite  Wing." 

Without  complying  with  the  court's  order  to  conduct  a  combined 
EIS,  the  Air  Force  has  put  forward  yet  another  proposal  for 
composite  force  training  in  Idaho.  Changing  the  name  and  altering 
the  location  of  some  of  the  components  within  the  region  of  impact, 
the  Air  Force  argues  that  there  is  no  relationship  between  the 
current  ETI  proposal  and  past  proposals.  Therefore,  they  argue, 
the  court  order  does  not  apply. 

Never-the-less  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA) 

states: 

"Cumulativa  actions,  which  when  viewed  with  other 
proposed  actions  have  cumulatively  significant  impacts. .  . 
should  be  discussed  in  the  same  impact  statement." 

"Cumulative  impacts  —  result  from  the  incremental  impact 
of  the  action  when  added  to  other  past,  present,  and 
reasonably  foreseeable  future  actions..." 

"Connected  actions. ..  are  interdependent  parts  of  a  larger 
action  and  depend  on  the  larger  action  for  their 
justification  and  therefore  should  be  discussed  the  same 
impact  statement." 

The  Air  Force  has  not  complied  with  the  court's  order  of  1995. 
•The  current  proposal  is  not  a  combined  EIS.  W*  feel  that  this  is 
illegal  because  it  attempts  to  go  forward  with  the  establishment  of 
additional  new  training  facilities  for  the  composite  wing  through 
a  fragmented  process  without  conducting  the  combined  EIS  ordered  by 
the  court  and  required  by  NEPA. 

The  Owyhee  Canyonlands  Coalition  has  discovered  that  the  Air 
Force  is  withholding  damaging  biological  information  that  they 
discovered  in  their  studies  for  the  current  ETI  draft  EIS.  We  also 
Delieve  that  their  noise  analysis  is  inadequate  and  based  upon  bad 
science.  This  casts  further  doubts  upon  the  validity  and  the 
^legality  of  the  current  EIS. 

The  Air  Force  has  established  a  history  of  attempting  to 
conceal  the  impacts  of  their  proposals  through  the  use  of  poor 
science,  the  failure  to  disclose  impacts,  and  failure  to  evaluate 
the  cumulative  impacts  of  related  actions. 
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PERSONAL  TESTIMONY  ON  THE  ENHANCED  TRAINING  RANGE 
(MORE  ACCURATELY  KNOWN  AS  THE  BOMBING  RANGE  EXPANSION 
ATTEMPT  #  4 

TWIN  FALLS  PUBLIC  HEARING 


I  am  Margaret  Macdonald  Stewart  and  have  been  a  resident  of  Idaho  for  26  yean. 

Before  I  begin  my  comments  on  the  current  Draft  EIS  of  the  proposed  bombing 
range  expansion  at  Mountain  Home  AFB,  I  would  like  to  comment  on  two  very  glaring 
actions  by  the  Air  Force  that  discourage  public  comment. 

•First:  This  is  the  fourth  attempt  by  the  Air  Force  since  1989  to  needlessly  expand 
their  existing  bombing  range  at  Mt.  Home  AFB.  At  each  of  the  previous  public  hearings 
in  Twin  Falls,  the  public  testimony  times  were  in  both  the  afternoon  and  evening.  This 
set-up  allowed  people  with  families  and  children  to  come  to  the  hearing  and  testily  during 
the  day  when  th?y  were  not  engaged  in  family  activities.  Today,  we  are  allowed  only  one 
3-hr.  testimony  time  *  only  in  the  evening.  When  I  called  the  AFB  to  inquire  about  the 
reasons  behind  having  the  public  testimony  time  cut  in  half,  I  was  told  it  was  to 
accommodate  the  greatest  number  of  people  in  testifying.  Half  the  testimony  time  gives 
the  greatest  number  of  people  the  opportunity  to  testify  at  a  public  hearing!!?  I  don’t 
think  so.  If  this  is  the  logic  that  our  Air  Force  is  using  to  encourage  public  input  into  this 
proposal,  then  we,  the  people  who  pay  their  salaries,  are  indeed  in  trouble.  I  demand  a  full 
and  reasonable  justification  for  the  elimination  of  the  afternoon  testimony  time  at  the  Twin 
Falls  Public  Hearing 

Second:  I  hold  before  you  one  of  two  identical  newspaper  ads  placed  m  the  Twin 
Fells  Times-News  within  the  last  10  days,  where  the  Air  Force  “requests  your 
participation  in  the  public  comment  process  for  the  Draft  EIS  for  the  bombing  range 
expansion  in  Idaho  proposal.”  Please  note,  that  without  a  magnifying  glass,  this  ad  is 
nearly  unreadable.  A  smaller  font  could  not  be  found,  and  a  more  uninviting  ad  cannot  be 
found  in  the  entire  newspaper.  If  you  are  going  to  spend  our  tax  dollars  on  advertising 
these  hearings,  make  the  ads  at  least  readable,  and  make  them  eyecatching  enough  to 
make  people  want  to  read  them.  As  it  is,  this  is  a  total  waste  of  our  money. 

COMMENTS  ON  THE  DRAFT  EIS: 


[Even  though  there  was  a  request  by  Congress  several  years  ago  for  the  miliary  to  do  a 
National  Needs  Assessment  on  alt  military  land  and  air  expansions  requests,  the  Air  Force 
still  has  not  done  so.  I  request  that  a  National  Needs  Assessment  be  done  covering  all 
branches  of  the  military,  since  several  branches  will  be  using  the  same  areas. 

IT request  that  the  public  comment  period  be  extended  beyond  the  August  6*  date.  The 
r  K-3  EIS  is  a  large  document,  and  it  will  take  more  than  two  months  to  read  and  digest 

e-j  the  material  adequately  for  many  people  to  make  an  informed  decision  I  might  add,  that 
Hjmany  people  who  have  received  Draft  and  Final  ElSes  in  the  past,  have  still  not  received 
PR-4  I  ,hrir  “py  I  had  to  call  and  request  a  copy  and  was  given  no  reason  why  my  name  had 
j  mysteriously  disappeared  from  your  computer  list  of  people  that  have  requested  an  EIS. 

With  this  “new"  EIS,  the  Air  Force  is,  once  again,  not  complying  with  a  federal  court 
(5^  order  to  look  at  the  whole  picture  of  the  1 992  arrival  of  the  composite  wing  at  Mt.  Home 
AFB  and  the  training  needs  of  those  warplanes.  With  even  the  slightest  bit  of  intelligence, 
DP-4  it  is  obvious  that  the  arrival  of  these  warplanes  and  their  subsequent  training  needs  are  two 
closely  linked  actions.  Under  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA).  any  two 
anions  that  are  dearly  linked,  must  be  addressed  in  one  single  EIS.  Just  by  changing  the 
name  of  the  proposal  from  its’  1993/4  name,  does  not  get  the  Air  Force  off  the  hook  of 
having  to  comply  with  a  federal  court  order.  Get  with  it,  guys.  You're  not  above  the  law. 

©Trequest  that  the  EIS  states  who  the  one  single  entity  is  that  takes  foil  and  final 

responsibility  for  any  potential  “accidents'*  or  damage  which  may  occur  on  or  near  the 
PR-13  ^bombing  range,  ie:  range  fires  from  dropped  flares,  bombs  acddentally  dropped  outside 
the  designated  target  areas,  etc.  As  you  know,  a  school  in  Castleford.  Idaho  was  severdy 
NO  - 1 8  damaged  by  a  sonic  boom  a  year  or  so  ago,  and  the  Air  Force  has  said  that.  A)  it  was  not 
caused  by  the  Air  Force,  and  B)  if  it  was,  we  are  not  responsible.  Castleford  has  not  been 
able  to  afford  to  have  the  extensive  damage  repaired,  and  is  no  longer  able  to  get 
insurance  because  of  thdr  closeness  to  the  potentially  damaging  bombing  range.  I  thought 
the  Air  Force  needed  to  train  to  protect  the  citizens  of  the  country.  Looks  to  me  like  they 
are  hurting  the  citizens,  and  then  denying  their  guilt.  With  the  Air  Force  managing  the 
land  for  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  the  Idaho  Air  National  Guard  operating  the 
bombing  range  and  emitter  sites,  military  units  from  foreign  countries  training  at  the  range, 
highly  sophisticated  warplanes  from  other  states  (Top  Gun  fighter  pilots  now  based  less 
than  300  miles  away  in  Nevada,  and  the  Air  Combat  Command  from  the  Utah  Test  and 
[“Training  Range)  all  training  in  Idaho  Air  Space,  exactly  who  is  in  control  of  the  whole 
PR-13  j  shebang  and  who  has  final  responsibility  for  what  happens  in  and  near  the  bombing  range? 
[I  want  an  answer. 

/rTAveraging  the  noise  from  jet  warplanes  over  a  24-hr.  time  period  is  not  accurate,  nor  is  it 
realistic.  Jet  noise  in  the  wilderness  is  jet  noise  as  it  is  heard,  on  the  spot.  You  need  to 
NO  4  I  rca,islica,1y  re^°  y°ur  noise  analysis,  eliminating  the  misleading  "24-hour  averaging” 
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far,  the  Air  Force  has  exhibited  a  voracious  appetite,  and  enough  is  never  enough  The 
dzenj  of  Idaho  need  to  have  a  guarantee  that  //  this  bombing  range  expansion  is 
owed,  this  will  be  the  last  request  for  expansion. 

Arid  Finally,  the  Air  Force  itself  has  said  that  they  do  not  need  this  bombing  range 
expansion.  They  want  h  because  it  would  be  an  “enhancement"  to  their  training.  Mighty 
flimsy  reasoning  to  spend  hundreds  of  millions  of  dollars  and  effectively  destroy  one  of 
this  country’s  most  exquisite  national  treasures.  You  have  said  that  the  366*  Wing  at 
.  Mountain  Home  AFB  is  the  most  combst  ready  unit  in  the  world  right  now,  and  that 
)  existing  ranges  in  nearby  Nevada  and  Utah  are  adequate  to  meet  the  training  needs  for 
Ml.  Home  AFB.  Just  keep  doing  what  you’re  doing  at  the  ranges  you  already  use,  and 
you’ll  still  be  the  most  combat  ready  unit  in  the  world.  The  Air  Force  has  said  that  Mt. 

Home  AFB  is  one  of  the  top  3  bases  in  the  country,  so  there  is  no  fear  that  it  will  ever 
close.  This  expansion  plan  for  the  bombing  range  is  not  insurance  against  dosing  It  is 
pure  greed. 

I  am  a  patriotic  American.  I  do  not  want  our  military  eliminated.  I  do  not  want  Mt.  Home 
AFB  to  dose  All  I  ask  is  for  Justifiable  and  moral  and  ethical  behavior  on  the  part  of  our 
military  in  their  pursuit  of  protecting  the  American  people.  This  doe^not  include  lies, 
deceit,  and  deception.  Again,  I  expect  answers  to  all  my  requests.  A  f  1  ** 

Margaret  Macdonald  Stewart 
Box  2404  lA 

Ketchum,  ID  83340  ' 
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4393  River  Road 
Buhl,  Idaho  83316 
June  5,  1997 


U.  S  Air  Force 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
P.  0.  Bor  329 
Boise.  Idaho  83701 


I  appreciate  ihe  opportunity  to  once  again  comment  on  an 
environmental  impact  statement  related  to  expansion  of  the  Air  Force 
mission  near  Mt.  Home,  Idaho. 

I  have  reviewed  the  document  entitled  Enhanced  Training  In 
Idaho  -  Community  Report  dated  April  1997  and  base  my  comments  on 
information  provided  In  that  report. 

On  page  3 1  there  is  a  chart  listing  the  potential  effects  of  each  of  the 
four  alternatives.  A,  B.  C  and  D  considered  in  the  environmental  impact 
statement.  Alternatives  B.  C  and  D  have  varying  negative  effects  on  the 
environment  which  in  my  opinion  are  not  vorth  risking  in  an  attempt  to 
achieve  some  improvement  in  Air  Force  training  which  is  already  considered 
excellent. 


Alternative  A  lists  no  adverse  ejects.  Consequently  I  strongly  support 
the  no  action  Alternative  A  which  will  spare  this  ecologically  and 
recreation  ally  important  area  in  Idaho  from  further  indignities  that  would 
be  inflicted  by  training  range  expansion. 

Sincerely  yours, 

RMS'  4 

Robert  S.  Luntey 
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fiePcn-T  By  J4_  000245  h  k"***  Ecf(,rt  -  ptyt  *4 


000245 


GE-2  1  WOULO  LIKE  TO  THANK  THE  AIR  FORCE  FOR  THE  OPPORTUNITY  TO  COMMENT. 

SECOND,  I  WOULD  LIKE  TO  THANK  THE  AIR  FORCE  FOR  PUTTING  TOGETHER 
THE  COMMUNITY  REPORT  WHICH  MADE  REVIEWING  THE  PROPOSAL  MUCH  EASIER. 

THIRO,  I  WOULD  LIKE  TO  THANK  THE  AIR  FORCE  FOR  A  MUCH  MORE 
PROFESSIONAL  APPROACH  TO  THE  EIS  AND  TO  THE  FOUR  PROPOSALS  LISTED. 

HOWEVER,  I  STILL  HAVE  CONCERNS  WHICH  I’M  NOT  SURE  HCW  YOU  MIGHT 
RESOLVE. 


PLEASE  PUT  IN  MITIGATION  TO  CURE  OAMAGE. 


FIRST  IS  THE  NOISE  LEVEL.  IN  YOUR  COMMUNITY  REPORT  YOU  STATE  "THE 

[Effects  of  overflights  >bc  -not- -cons i oered  sufficient  to  preclude 

RECOMMENDING  AREAS  FOR,  6T1 LDERNESS  STUDY^  I  SIMPLY  DISAGREE.  EITHER 
YOU  ARE  WRONG  ON  THAT-RCINl  CM  IWL  8LM  IS  WRONG.  WHAT  YOU  ARE 
ADVOCATING  IS  A  "NOISY  WILDERNESS"  WITH  THE  PLANES  BUT  NOT  THE 

Trains  and  automobiles,  it  is  an  either/or  situation,  you  can’t 
HAVE  BOTH. 

[Tt  APPEARS  THE  AIR  FORCE  IS  NOT  YET  REAOY  TO  ADMIT  THAT  THE  AIR 
NO-151  CRAFT  HAVE  NOISE  EFFECT.  YOU  OUOTE  AN  EIS  FOR  AN  OREGON  WILDERNESS 
Tlllfiy  THAT  STATES  THAT  THE  INFLUENCE  OF  iHtsFTdw  LfcVtL  MILITARY 
FLIGHTS... ON  A  VISITOR’S  PERCEPTION  OF  SOLITUDE  IS  QUITE  TEMPORARY 
BUT  EXTREME  FOR  A  SHORT  PERIOD  OF  TIME  (ONE  MINUTE  OR  LESS).  THESE 
FLIGHTS  00  NOT  HAVE  A  SIGNIFICANT,  LONG  LASTING  ADVERSE  EFFECT  ON 
A  VISITOR’S  OPPORTUNITY  TO  FIND  SOLITUDE." 

FTThST-)  HAVE  YOU  SURVEYED  VISITORS  TO  SUBSTANTIATE  THIS? 

RV-1  pTHAT  STATtC?NT  ASSUMES  THERE  WAS  ONLY  "ONE~  OVERfulfcHT.  AS  YOU 
[KNOW,  THERE  ARE  MANY  FLIGHTS  OURING  THE  DAY  AND  THE  NOISE  POLLUTION 
•"IS  CONSTANT  S3  MY  PERCEPTION  IS  THESE FLIGHTS  00  HAVE  A 
SIGNIFICANT,  LONG  LASTING  ADVERSE  EFFECT . <^ThTOT>  IF  YOU  HAVE  EVER 
BEEN  OUT  THERE  WHEN  A  hUGC  SONIC  BOOM  ECHOSTKE  CANYONS  FOR  mmBTTS 
OJr *  TIME  OR  WHEN  YOU  FAIL  TO  THE  GROUND  TRYING  TO  PROTECT  YOUR  EAR 
DRUMS,  THE  MENTAL  EFFECT  LASTS  VttfrS  /  wt  mUUTES.  WHY  DOESN’T  THE 
AIR  FORCE  JUST  SIMPLY  ADMIT  THAT  THE  NOISE  EFFECT  IS  SUBSTANTIAL 
AND  CAN  HAVE  LONG  LASTING  EFFECTS,  AT  LEAST  FROM  A  MENTAL 
STANDPOINT. 

"ALSO,  THE  AIR  FORCE  SEEMS  UNWILLING  TO  ADMIT  THAT  NOISE  CAN  CAUSE 
STRUCTURAL  OAMAGE.  IT  COULD  HAVE  AOOEO  TO  ITS  MITIGATION  LISTS  THAT 
IT  WILL  BE  WILLING  TO  FIX  STRUCTURAL  DAMAGE  TU' PH  I VATT ANO  PU8LIC 
NO-18  BUILOINGS  WHEN  THEY  OCCUR.  TAKE  THE  CASTLEFORO  SCHOOL  DISTRICT  FOR 

INSTANCE.  ‘  THE  GYMNASIUM  WAS  STRUCTURALLY  DAMAGED  DUE  TO  AN  Hl^fd 
OVERFLIGHT  YET  THE  AIR  FORCE  REFUSES  TO  AOMIT  IT.  NOW  YOU  ARE 
WANTING  US  TO  BELIEVE  THAT  NOISE  EFFECTS  ARE  MINIMAL? 

FURTHER, ‘I  HAVE  A  FARM  15  MILES  NORTHWEST  OF  BUHL  AND  IT  IS  VERY 
CLOSE  TO  THE  TWIN  FALLS  COUNTY  LINE.  PERSONALLY.  I  00  NOT  WANT 
THIS  IN  MY  BACK  YARO.  YOU  CAN  "AVERAGE"  ALL  THE  NOISE  LEVEL  YOU 
WANT.  IT  STILL  COMES  DOWN  TO  THE  HIGHEST  NOISE  LEVEL  AT  A  SPECIFIC 
MOMENT  WHICH  YOU  00  NOT  REPORT  ON  ANO  WHICH  IS  OUR  G;<:aTEST 


ria— B  |P.  t  AM  STTt.L  CONCERNED  ABOUT  THE  27,000  l‘x  1  "*  7" 
[aluminum  BUNOLES  WHICH  WILL  BE  RELEASED  EACH  YEAR.  HB*r  MANY. 

UX3—* - ~  r  l"  t  [  ~  rn-  T  ttt  ri^r.  the  eis  does  not  aooress 

SF-3  ™£IR  LONG  TERM  EFFECT.  HOW  FAR  DOES  THE  METALLIC  MATERIAL  FLOAT  IN 
I  THE  ATMOSPHERE  ANO  HOW  FAR  WILL  THE  WINO  BLOW  THESE  HAIR-LI KE 

[material.  wMmMBmm-arnePPffH 

EMITTER  SITES 

The  eis  states  the  emitters  would  not  be  at  a  level  or  duration 

THAT  POSES  A  HAZARD  TO  HEALTH  YET  THEY  SAY  THAT  WARNING  SIGNS  WILL 
BE  POSTED.  THE  REPORT  NEEOS  TO  ADDRESS  THE  PURPOSE  OF  THE  WARNING 
SF-2  SIGNS.  ALSO.  THE  REPORT  DOES  NOT  AOORESS  WHAT  THE  INTERFERENCE 
WOULD  BE  WITH  PRIVATE  TELEPHONE  AND  Ft  FCTRONIC  TRANSMISSIONS. 
SINCE  I  LIVE  CLOSE  TO  The  AIR  FIELD  BOUNDARY,  I  WOULO  LIKE  TO  KNOW. 


LU-2  ruT-n  i  .  the  report  doesn’t  define  infrequent  nor  ooes  it 

identify  THE  ROADS  that  will  BE  CLOSED.  IT  ALSO  TALKS  ABOUT  AN 
TnFREOUENTLY  USED  RECREATION  SITE  WILL  REQUIRE  THE  USE  OF  AN 
RV-9  EXISTING  ALTERNATIVE  ACCESS  ROAD.  WHICH  SITE  IS  THIS?  IT  SHOULD 


THE  AIR  FORCE  HAS  DONE  A  MUCH  BETTER  JOB  IN  PREPARING  THE  EIS  WITH 
THE  EXCEPTION  OF  THE  ITEMS  MENTIONED  ABOVE.  IT  SHOULD  ADDRESS  THOSE 
CONCERNS.  IF  IT  DOES.  I  WOULO  ACCEPT  ALTERNATIVE  C  -  THE  GRASMERE 
SITE.  IF  IT  DOESN’T,  I  WOULD  RECOMMEND  ALTERNATIVE  A  -  THE  NO 
ACTION  ALTERNATIVE. 
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Laurie  Black 
P.O.  Box  455 
Gleans  Ferry,  ID  83623 


In  March  of  198V.  I  wu  the  editor  of  a  small  weekly  newspaper  when  the  orijmaJ  concept  of  a 
million-acre  'world  class*  bombtnj  rtnjc  was  Introduced  to  the  public.  This  plan  was  announced  to  about 
forty  interested  personj  slain  g  in  a  small  meeting  room  in  a  restaurant  in  Mountain  Home.  Idaho.  J  became 
a  member  of  the  BLM  citizen's  working  group,  read  thousands  of  pages  of  printed  materia]  and  drove 
countless  miles  to  attend  dozens  of  meetings.  Members  of  the  citizens  working  group  and  the  public 
arte  tiding  the  environmental  impact  meetings  asked  for  a  national  assessment  of  alt  military-controlled  air 
space  and  lands  within  the  United  Suies  borders  This  information  was  deemed  necessary  to  determine  the 
necessity  of  increased  military  presence  m  Idaho.  The  information  was  never  uuirkrd  and  the  proposal  was 
ultimately  scrapped. 

to  1993.  t  was  employed  by  the  Shoshone-Paiute  Tribes  of  Duck  Valky  as  editor  of  their  tribal 
monthly  newspaper.  At  that  time.  Idaho  legislators  were  lobbying  with  the  air  force  to  gain  a  new 
configuration  of  land  and  air  space  in  the  southwest  comer  of  the  state.  Once  again.  1  read  thousands  of 
pages,  attended  dozens  of  meetings,  and  was  amongst  those  who  requested  a  national  needs  assessment 
plan  in  order  to  see  If  this  proposal  was  necessary.  Once  again  the  informacon  wu  never  attained  and  the 
proposal  wu  ultimately  scrapped. 

Now.  in  19V7. 1  am  travelling  the  miles,  reading  the  pages  and  attending  the  meetings  for  yet 
another  proposal  to  Increase  military  lands  and  control  of  the  air  space  Surrounding  them.  I  have  in  my 
possession  literature  representing  nearly  S7  million  of  the  taxpayers*  money;  literamre  consisting  of  the  Air 
Force  and  the  legislators  attempt  to  rationalize  their  desire  for  more  land  and  more  money. 

I-*  At  no  time  in  the  lut  eight  yean  of  these  proposals  have  I  seen  a  statement  of  need  from  either  the 
PN-1  |  local  or  national  level  military  or  legislative  personnel. 

If  this  current  proposal  of  'Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho'  is  to  become  a  reality.  thousands  of  acres 
Of  land  currently  owned  by  the  people  of  the  United  States  will  have  to  be  formally  withdrawn  by  approval 
of  the  National  Congress.  For  a  third  and  hopefully  final  time,  i  request  Cut  the  final  Environmental  Impact 
[Statement  of  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho  contain  an  statement  of  congressional  inarm  (u  produce  or  procure 
PN-5  la  national  inventory  of  all  military  lands  and  cuntrullcd  air  space  in  the  United  States  to  be  completed 
[before  a  final  derision  is  made  regarding  this  proposal, 
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KiS  June  5, 199? 


U.S.  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 


u.j.  nu  rwiwDuiwu 

P.O.  Box  329 

R3J  Boise,  ID  83701-0329 


Boise,  ID  83701-0329 

GJT_2  Dear  U.S.  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management: 

The  Snake  River  Alliance  Education  Fund  submits  the  following  comments  on  the  Air 
Force's  Enhanced  Training  In  Idaho  Environmental  Impact  Statement.  What  follows  is  a 
summary  of  our  views. 

The  Snake  River  Alliance  is  an  Idaho-based  grassroots  environmental  peace  group 
that  has  been  working  on  behalf  of  its  members  for  nearly  two  decades.  The  Alliance  has 
over  1 200  dues  paying  memberships  Many  of  our  members  will  be  directly  impacted  by 
the  proposed  Air  Force  actions. 

Over  seven  years  ago,  an  Alliance  representative  testified  at  a  hearing  much  like 
today's,  opposing  the  Air  Forces  proposal  to  withdraw  nearly  two  million  acres  ofland 
and  the  accompanying  airspace  for  Air  Force  operations.  Many  years  before  that 
proposal  ever  reached  the  hearing  stage  in  199<J,  the  notion  of  expanded  use  of  the 
Owyhee  region  by  the  US  Air  Force  was  spawned.  The  idea  of  expanded  training  was 
developed  at  a  time  in  the  early  1980’s  when  the  threats  confronting  the  Department  of 
Defense  were  far  more  considerable  than  they  are  today.  The  world’s  military  situation 
has  changed  since  then,  and  it  has  changed  for  the  better.  These  changes  must  be 
reflected  in  the  Air  Force's  proposal-but  are  not. 

The  Air  Force  in  Idaho  has  proceeded  for  the  last  decade  upon  the  notion  that  the 
Cold  War  still  wages.  The  Cold  War  might  be  over,  but  if  this  proposal  comes  to 
fruition,  the  Air  Force  will  be  inadvertently  waging  war  upon  those  whom  they  are  here 
to  serve.  The  residents  of  Idaho,  Oregon,  and  Nevada  will  be  the  ones  who  are  being 
asked  to  bear  this  legacy. 

Westerners  are  not  the  only  ones  being  forced  with  the  burden  of  accommodating 
the  will  of  the  Air  Force.  Across  the  nation  the  Air  Force  is  expanding  ranges.  In  places 
like  Alaska,  Wisconsin,  West  Virginia,  and  Pennsylvania  citizens  are  being  asked  to  let 
the  Air  Force  and  the  Department  of  Defense  acquire  lands  within  their  state. 
r~  ■  The  EIS  does  not  reflect  what  the  needs  are  which  drive  the  acquisition  of  this 
pjs^  j  I  airspace  and  land  within  the  United  States.  It  is  imperative  the  EIS  discuss  what  specific 
{  factors  fire  driving  the  Air  Force  to  acquire  more  training  space. 

The  366th  Wing  is  not  an  island  upon  itself.  Like  any  US  military  force,  it  gets  its 
marching  orders  from  the  Pentagon.  The  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA) 
process  clearly  requires  that  actions  that  are  connected  together,  such  as  policies  dealing 
with  the  expansion  of  training  capabilities,  must  be  fully  discussed  within  an  EIS.  The 
Department  of  Defense  is  the  chief  agency  coordinating  these  efforts,  therefore  the  EIS 
must  disclose  what  is  the  foundation  for  this  policy  of  expanded  training  throughout  the 
nation  and  how  is  that  policy  related  to  the  proposed  expansion  of  training  within  the 
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Owyhee's.  Without  such  a  thorough  explanation,  the  proposed  EIS  cannot  begin  to  get 
off  the  ground. 

j  The  Air  Force  states  this  latest  proposal  reflects  a  new  willingness  on  the  part  of 

[  the  Air  Force  to  accommodate  the  needs  of  the  residents,  the  users,  and  the  inherent 
I  wildlife  values  present  wdlhin  the  Owyhee  region.  The  Air  Force  might  be  withdrawing 
|  less  land,  but  they  are  asking  for  nearly  as  much  airspace  as  they  did  in  the  first  proposal- 
j  -a  proposal  that  nearly  everyone  agreed  to  be  wildly  excessive. 

1  The  use  of  airspace  by  the  Air  Force  is  the  one  thing  a  training  range  needs  above 

all  other  things.  After  all,  we  are  talking  about  planes.  The  Air  Force  could  ask  to 
withdraw  as  little  as  one  acre  in  this  EIS  and  still  this  proposal  would  be  inherently 
flawed.  This  issue  is  not  necessarily  about  how  much  land  the  Air  Force  asks  for-as 
significant  as  that  action  is-the  issue  is  the  withdrawal  of  nearly  two  million  square 
miles  of  airspace  for  the  exclusive  use  of  the  Air  Force  will  cause  irrevocable  harm  to  the 
land  and  the  wildlife  that  now  reside  within  this  unique  region.  Genera]  Billy  Mitchell, 
the  founding  father  of  air  combat  said  'those  who  control  the  air,  confrol  the  ground.  ’ 
The  only  difference  in  this  case  is  the  Air  Force  will  not  be  just  waging  war  abroad,  but 
for  all  intensive  purposes  they  will  be  waging  war  in  the  Owyhee’s.  Once  the  Air  Force 
controls  the  airspace  of  the  Owyhee’s,  it  will  be  the  Air  Force  that  will  call  the  shots  for 
every  user  beneath  that  airspace. 

The  Air  Force  might  claim  that  all  they  need  is  a  few  thousand  acres  for  their 
operations,  but  history  has  shown  that  this  is  probably  only  the  beginning  of  a  larger  land 
grab.  The  Grasmere  sight  is  one  example  of  the  Air  force  being  unable  to  honor  the 
promises  they  make.  The  Grasmere  sight  was  leased  to  the  Air  Force  by  the  Bureau  of 
Land  Management  to  be  used  as  a  singular  pad  that  would  host  a  portable  radar  station. 
The  Air  Force  violated  the  lease  by  constructing  a  number  of  permanent  structures 
including  buildings,  towers,  and  diesel  generators — all  which  clearly  violated  the 
wilderness  values  of  the  area.  The  BLM  gave  the  Air  Force  notice  that  the  Grasmere  site 
was  in  violation  of  the  law.  The  Air  Force’s  response  was  to  ask  BLM  to  expand  the 
Grasmere  site. 

The  Air  Force  has  not  demonstrated  a  history  of  being  a  good  steward  of  public 
land.  The  Grasmere  sight  is  one  example  of  the  Air  Force  having  difficulty  recognizing 
the  letter  of  the  law.-  • 

—  As  in  the  Grasmere  experience,  each  proposed  emitter  site  has  the  potential  of 
being  a  launching  pad  for  something  bigger.  In  this  environmental  impact  statement, 
there  are  few  measures  that  would  deter  the  Air  Force  to  expand  their  proposal  in  a 
similar  fashion  if  the  Air  Force  is  granted  a  favorable  Record  of  Decision. 

The  EIS  also  fails  to  describe  possible  mitigative  measures  that  could  be 
implemented  in  case  the  Air  Force  creates  unforeseen  impacts  the  EIS  does  not  curaently 
address.  For  instance,  if  a  military  plane  violates  the  air  space  guidelines,  there  are  no 
provisions  for  enforcement.  In  1996,  military  planes  operating  within  the  current  air 
space  initiated  sonic  booms  that  permanently  damaged  a  number  of  structures  in 
Castleford,  Idaho.  The  Air  Force  still  refuses  to  acknowledge  error  in  this  matter.  The 
potential  for  more  egregious  violations  will  only  increase  if  the  Au  Force  conducts 
proposed  wide  scale  battles  involving  multiple  air  crews  described  in  the  EIS. 
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Besides  these  concerns,  this  EIS  fails  to  primarily; 


region  caused  bv  aircraft  operations.  Supersonic  booms  and  low  level  military  flights 
will  cause  unique  and  severe  impacts  upon  the  wildlife,  cattle,  residents,  and  recreational 
NO*4  users  of  the  region.  By  averaging  the  total  volume  of  noise,  the  Air  Force  completely 
fails  to  address  the  actual  impacts  of  noise.  As  one  Alliance  member  put  it,  "Well  just 
because  the  average  temperature  of  my  oven  might  be  70  degrees,  doesn’t  mean  1  can 
stick  my  head  in  the  oven  at  anytime  and  be  all  right.” 

~  Besides  averaging  the  noise  volume,  the  model  that  predicts  annoyances  is 
seriously  flawed.  The  Air  Force  is  using  a  model  that  measured  annoyance  levels  based 
NO-2  upon  the  experiences  of  residents  in  the  suburbs  affected  by  civilian  air  traffic.  The 
_Owyhee  region  is  not  a  suburb.  The  Air  Force  should  have  noticed  that  California 
Bighorn  sheep  do  not  live  in  the  suburbs.  Rafting  the  Bruneau  River  does  not  constitute  a 
suburban  experience.  The  EIS  must  use  a  model  that  accurately  describes  the  impacts  of 
noise  upon  a  sparsely  populated  area  inhabited  by  unique  wildlife  resources  that  are 
accustomed  to  sitcnce.. 


^wildlife  within  the  affected  areas.  Not  only  did  the  Air  Force  fail  to  address  the  actual 
impacts,  they  failed  to  use  data  provided  to  them  by  their  own  contractors  who  clearly 
observed  that  Air  Force  operations  within  the  region  caused  severe  stress  upon  California 
Bighorn  Sheep.  The  EIS  fails  to  implement  biological  studies  that  observe  the  potential 
impacts  that  will  occur  in  regard  to  wildlife  and  plants. 

"  The  EIS  fails  to  address  impacts  that  might  occur  within  the  Wilderness  Study 
Areas  that  will  most  likely  violate  the  wilderness  nature  of  these  areas.  For  instance, 
expansion  of  airspace  over  Jacks  Creek,  a  Wilderness  Study  Area,  is  not  fully  examined 


violation  of  the  law.  The  9th  Circuit  Federal  Judiciary  ruled  that  the  Air  Force  must 
actually  analyze  the  impacts  of  locating  the  composite  wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air 
Force  Base:  The  baseline  figures  in  the  EIS  represents  activity  after  the  beddown  of  the 
composite  wing.  The  baseline  figures  must  represent  what  it  was  like  before  the 
composite  wing  was  operating  in  Idaho. 

In  other  words,  this  EIS  is  just  one  more  step  by  the  Air  Force  to  fragmentize  the 
NEPA  process.  The  Air  Force  has  conveniently  moved  the  composite  wing  to  Mountain 
Home  without  the  ptpper  NEPA  approval.  This  is  the  case  in  the  relocation  of  the  B- 1  B's 
to  Mountain  Home. 

So  by  the  time  this  EIS  was  written,  the  Air  Force  is  seemingly  operating  upon  the 
premise  that  the  composite  wing  has  always  been  at  the  in  Mountain  Home  Air  Base.  It 
has  not  always  been  this  way.  It  probably  seems  that  way  for  many  of  the  Air  Force 
personnel  propounding  this  latest  bombing  range  proposal,  but  most  of  these  personnel 
have  not  been  part  of  this  process  for  the  last  decade.  But  many  Alliance  members  have 
been  involved  for  the  last  decade.  We  demand  that  the  Air  Force  follow  the  order  of  the 
federal  court  and  the  guidelines  within  NEPA  and  actually  analyze  the  total  impacts  of 
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locating  the  composite  wing  at  Mountain  Home.  When  they  do  that,  in  full  compliance 
of  the  law,  might  the  Air  Force  be  allowed  to  entertain  the  notion  of  expanding  the  role  of 
the  composite  wing  in  Idaho. 


DP-26 


DP-35 


DP-7 


4)  The  EIS  docs  not  describe  how  many  crews  outside  Mountain  Home  Air  Force  base 
I  all  tejaiflg  range  Air  Force  representatives  have  causally  mentioned  that  this  range 
will  from  time  to  time  be  used  by  outside  crews.  There  is  no  detailed  listing  in  the  EIS 
about  how  many  more  sorties  there  will  be  by  Air  Force  crews  not  from  MHAFB.  The 
Idaho  National  Guard,  who  will  be  managing  the  electronic  range,  states  in  one  of  their 
publications  on  April  1997  that,  "A-10  pilots  and  C-130  aircrews"  wilt  be  using  the 
range.  The  publication  goes  on  to  state  the  electronic  range  will  also  be  used  by  “Apache 
|_and  Blackhawk  aircrews  from  Idaho's  Army  National  Guard.  U.S.  Navy  fliers,  NASA 
crews,  and  Canadian  pilots."  There  is  no  analysis  of  what  will  be  the  cumulative  impact 
within  the  EIS.  Particularly,  the  EIS  needs  to  examine  the  impact  that  Apache  helicopter 
operations  could  have  upon  the  Owyhee  region.. 


It  is  time  for  the  Air  Force  to  follow  the  laws  the  rest  of  us  honor. 


At  the  fust  bomb  range  EIS  hearing,  a  representative  for  the  Snake  River  Alliance 
Education  Fund  presented  comments  opposing  the  Air  Force's  proposal  to  expand  their 
presence  in  southwest  Idaho.  Those  comments  are  as  relevant  as  they  were  seven  years 

ago: 


Perhaps  this  bomb  range  idea  was  concocted  by  someone  thousands  of 
miles  away,  who  had  never  stepped  foot  in  Idaho.  Perhaps  someone  (lew- 
over  the  Owyhee  country,  looked  down,  and  said,  "Not  much  down 
there.. .how  about  a  bomb  range?"  But  we  are  here  to  tell  you  thit  the 
Owyhee  is  not  empty,  ugly,  useless  space.  Remote?  Yes.  Rugged?  Yes. 
And  worth  every  bit  and  mavbe  more  as  a  square  foot  of  Manhattan? 
Yes. 


We  requesuhat  the  Air  Force  return  to  work  and  assess  those  criteria  which  the  Ninth 
Circuit  Federal  Court  expected  the  Air  Force  to  do  concerning  the  realignment  of  the 
366th  Wing.  The  Snake  River  Alliance  Education  Fund  further  asks  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  and  the  Air  Force  to  choose  the  only  ethical  and  legally  acceptable  option  at 
this  time-no  action. 


Sincerely, 


For  the  Snake  River  Alliance  Education  Fund 
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impact  to  their  abiliry  to  use  public  lands.  Coupled  with  the  fact  that  they 
choose  to  live  in  this  quite  wilderness  environment,  the  increase  in  noise 
which  will  increase  by  about  20  %  will  be  disruptive  and  inappropriate. 
The  property  owners  of  this  area  should  be  aware  that  at  Westover  Air 
Force  Base  in  Massachusetts  homeowners  were  reimbursed  for  the  loss  of 
properry  value  by  takings  clause  in  legal  clarifications.  The  USAF 
currently  overflys  this  area,  but  with  an  approved  ETI  *HIS  the  noise  is 
going  to  become  untolerable.  Your  property  values  are  going  to  decrease, 
and  some  ranchers  are  going  to  loose  their  ability  to  use  public  lands. 
These  are  real  economic  losses.  But  you  need  to  understand  that  their  are 
economic  gains  atso  specifically  to  the  business  community  in  Mountain 
Home  and  Boise.  With  the  land  use  compatibility  present  now,  and  the 
annoyance  anticipated  with  an  increase  to  a  level  of  65  db,  it  is  important 
to  realize  that  if  this  were  the  case  in  Boise  with  current  level  of  building 
codes,  acoustic  protection  in  structure  or  persona!  protective  gear  would 
be  required.  Ranchers,  hunters,  and  others  are  being  asked  to  simply 
tolerate  this.  This  is  unfair. 


[This  proposal  with  these  ramifications  is  being  presented, when  the  GAO 
and  the  Air  Force  Inspector  General  in  official  reports  states  a  range  is  not 
needed.  Further  this  range  is  being  pursued  even  with  the  Base 
Commander  stating  before  the  Idaho  Legislature  that  the  366,K  wing  is  the 
most  combat  ready  wing  in  the  world,  and  that  this  range  would  only 
enhance  their  training. 


In  analyzing  alternatives,  all  alternatives  are  tied  to  airspace  expansion  and 

[electronic  emitter  sites.  Under  NEPA,  I  feel  this  does  not  provide  for 
adequate  alternatives.  Each  and  every  impact  site  in  Alternative  B,  C,  and 
D  are  tied  to  the  electronic  emitters,  no  drop  sites,  and  other  drop  sites. 
All  alternatives  B,  C,  and  D  are  also  tied  to  MOA  expansion  into  Nevada 
and  over  the  Big  and  Little  Jacks  Creek  complexes.  I  can  not  accept  any  air 
space' expansion  into  the  Jacks  Creek  complexes.  This  is  the  only  Bighorn 
sheep  habitat  in  Owyhee  County  that  is  not  currently  being  overflown 

t supersonic  and  low  level.  When  the  DEIS  states  that  “total  number  of 
sheep  observed  in  this  herd  has  declined  since  1993  while  lambiewe  ratios 
have  increased  from  1994  levels"  is  misleading.  It  is  important  to  realize 
the  fact  that  there  has  Been  dispersal  to  Big  Jacks  Creek  and  to  Castle 
Creek.  This  herd  is  flourishing  and  the  IDFG  has  instituted  new  hunting 
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I  would  like  to  thank  the  USAF  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  tonight 
on  the  ETI  Draft  EIS.  My  name  is  Robert  DiGrazia.  I  was  born  in  Elko 
Nevada,  and  educated  in  Wells  Nevada.  I  served  three  years  in  the  US 
Army.  I  was  offered  a  Regular  Army  commission  before  ending  my  time 
in  the  service  in  1977.  1  am  a  practicing  dentist  in  Boise,  Idaho.  I  am  very 
active  with  the  hunting  community  in  Idaho.  I  have  held  numerous 
leadership  positions  within  the  State  of  Idaho  including  President  of  the 
Idaho  Chapter  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  -Wild  Sheep  and 
State  Finance  Chairmen  for  the  Hunting  Community  this  last  fall 
concerning  Proposition  2  on  the  1996  ballot.  I  am  a  past  president  of  the 
Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  serving  in  that  capacity  in 
1993.  I  would  like  to  make  clear  that  my  comments  tonight  reflects  my 
own  personal  concerns  and  should  not  be  considered  policy  of  the  Sheep 
Foundation  specifically  and  consequently  my  comments  will  be  limited  to 
the  three  minute  time  frame. 

I  would  like  the  purveyors  of  this  process  to  realize  that  under  the 
National  Environmental  Policy  Act  that  "cumulative  actions,  which  when 
viewed  with  other  proposed  actions  have  cumulative  significant  impacts 
and  should  be  discussed  in  the  same  impact  statement,  further  connected 
actions  that  are  interdependent  parts  of  a  larger  action  and  depend  on  the 
larger  action  for  their  justification  and  therefore  should  be  discussed  in  the 
same  impact  statement." 

With  the  beddown  of  the  366th  composite  wing  at  MHAFB  with  the  Air 
•Force  in  Idaho  EIS,  the  EA  to  switch  the  B32  to  the  B1  bomber,  the 
addition  of  the  ETI  process  I  feel  that  these  are  cumulative  actions, 
interdependent  and  should  be  considered  under  one  comprehensive  EIS. 

DP-7  F°r  £*implc>  s*ncc  lhe  transfer  of  the  F  Ill’s  to  Cannon  AFB  and  the 
establishment  of  the  composite  wing,  the  baseline  concerns  for  noise, 
recreation,  and  economics  continually  is  being  shifted.  It  is  a  shift  which  I 
firmly  feel  can  not  be  tolerated  by  the  residents  of  this  area,  and  those  who 
frequent  the  area. 

This  high  desert  steppe  ecosystem  provides  economic  sustenance  to  many 
ranchers,  some  of  whose  families  have  worked  this  land  for  over  ICO  years 
investing  not  only  in  their  base  properties  but  the  public  lands.  In  the 
DEIS  there  is  mention  that  some  property  owners,  ranchers,  will  see  an 


000248 

opportunities  since  1993  in  Big  Jacks  Creek.  This  herd  has  done  so  well 
and  opportunity  to  take  a  trophy  ram  is  present.  So  much  so  that  a  Hunter 
recently  purchased  the  Idaho  Bighorn  Sheep  tag  for  S3 1, COO  solely  to  hunt 
this  unit. 

[Also  missing  in  the  DEIS  concerning  the  MOA  expansion  into  Nevada 
and  Idaho  is  the  environmental  assessment  of  all  aspects  of  economics, 
habitat,  and  social  Implications.There  Is  no  habitat  enhancement  plan 
designed  for  a  completely  new  proposal  with  unknown  results.  These  areas 
are  going  to  experience  the  total  impact  of  the  366’’'  wing  since  inception. 

DP- 14  [^here  is  absolutely  no  base  line  to  compare.  It  is  an  impact  that  will  be 
again  intolerable,  inappropriate  and  unacceptable.  The  BLM,  IDFG  and 
others  need  to  define  these  base  lines 

Through  past  history,  in  these  related  EA’s  and  EIS,  problems  have 
occurred.  Mitigatory  design  and  avoidance  has  been  implemented  in  this 
EIS.  Specifically  the  tribal  community  was  so  affected  by  the  AF1  EIS, 
that  restrictions  were  placed  over  tribal  lands  for  low  level  and  supersonic 
flight.  To  deconflict  these  impacts,  Air  Space  expansion  over  the  Jacks 
Creek  complexes,  and  into  Nevada  has  been  proposed  in  the  ETI  EIS.  I 
find  it  unfair  to  deconflict  one  party  and  place  confliction  on  another 
party.  This  is  not  example  of  good  mitigatory  response 

My  testimony  and  concerns  are  lengthy,  1  will  submit  the  entire  text  by 
the  August  deadline,  but  in  closing  1  would  like  to  quote  some  citizens 
'involved  personally  in  the  Dixie  Valle}’  Nevada  "most  of  the  neighbors  are 
gone  now,  and  their  homes,  along  with  alt  signs  of  their  toil  is 
extinguished.  This  valley  shows  little  sign  of  a  war,  but  there  was  one.  It 
lasted  five  long  years,  day  in  and  day  out,  and  the  cost  to  preserve  a  way 
of  life,  individual  freedoms,  and  a  republic  ,  came  dear  to  many.  :The 
Navy  brought  their  supersonic  high  threat  battle  field  to  this  valley  in  the 
summer  of  1982.  We  were  all  aware  that  our  military  needs  to  train  to  be 
the  best,  and  with  this  we  do  not  argue,  for  we  want  them  to  be  strong  and 
a  formidable  force  for  freedom.  But  not  at  the  sacrifice  of  our  own 
citizens  It  is  not  unpatriotic  to  demand  that  the  military  "protect  our  way 
of  life  instead  of  destroying  it.  Dixie  Valley  Nevada  turned  into  a  living 
hell,  But  do  not  think  it  will  be  the  last  to  be  lost.  Be  on  guard,  for  the 
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remoteness  and  isolation  of  the  High  Desert  Ecosystem  in  Southwest 
Idaho  is  very  well  what  the  military  is  invading. 


Last  Name:  Ruprecht 

Address:  1520  Princeton  drive 

City:  Twin  falls  State:  10AH0 


Hello.  Please  use  the  tab  key  or  arrow  keys  to  move  to  each  new  typing  area. 

06/05/97 

First  Name:  Paul 

Zip:83301 

What  private,  local,  state,  or  federal  organization  or  agency  do  you  represent? 

Outdoorsmen  and  FISHERMEN _ 

Enter  your  comments  now;  when  you  are  done,  press  the  tab  key  or  arrow  keys: 

GE-1  Being  a  fisherman,  I  should  hate  to  see  these  magnificent  .wild  trout  streams  go  to  pot. 
Getting  "chaff"  rained  down  on  my  secret  fishing  hole.  For  some  reason  catching 
precious  trout  ripped  to  shreds  and  deformed  by  whatever  is  in  those  bombs  doesn't  thrill 
me  .  I  say  keep  Idaho  wild. 


•  Press  F12,  then 

•  Type  In  the  first  6  letters  of  your  last  name,  and  the  first  2  letters  of  your  first 
name. 


•  To  print,  click  on  the  printer  icon  shown  above. 


ruprecht  1 
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Computer  Comment  Form 
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Last  Name:  Cresse 
Address:  1355  Owyhee  Or. 

City:  Mtn  Home  State:  ID 


First  Name:  Barbara 


What  private,  local,  state,  or  federal  organization  or  agency  do  you  represent? 
Private. 

GE-1  COMMENTS:  I  fully  support  the  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho.  Immediate  and  close 
access  to  training  areas  is  vital  to  our  aircrew. 


Last  Name:  Smith  First  Name:  Art 

Address:  1630  N  6  E 

City:  Mountain  Home  State:  ID  Zip:  83647 

What  private,  local,  state,  or  federal  organization  or  agency  do  you  represent? 


Being  a  native  Idahoan  and  a  veteran  of  World  War  II,  to  me  the  sound  of  aircraft 
overhead  is  the  sound  of  freedom 

The  area  in  question  is  an  area  well  known  to  me.  Having  hunted,  fished,  and  hiked  in 
the  whole  broad  scene.  One  thing  I've  wondered  about :  Owhyee  County  is  composed  of 
3,000.000  acres.  How  can  12,000  acres  of  BLM  land  be  such  an  issue?  Obviously.  I'm 
totally  in  favor  of  the  training  range,  regardless  of  placement. 


Computer  Comment  Form 
Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho  Public  Hearing 
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Last  Name:  Tuller 
Address:  P.0  Box  837 
City:  Mountain  Home 


First  Name:  Gary 


What  private,  local,  state,  or  federal  organization  or  agency  do  you  represent? 

Small  Business  Owner 

GE-1  COMMENTS:  Totally  In  favor  of  the  training  range  in  the  current  status.  I  believe  all 

environmental  conditions  have  been  answer.  I  feel  it  is  good  for  our  national  defense  and 
local  economy. _ 


Last  Name:  Foster  First  Name:  Donald  (FRED) 

Address:  1820  N  5**  East 

City:  Mtn  Home  State:  Id  Zip:83647 

What  private,  local,  state,  or  federal  organization  or  agency  do  you  represent? 


GE-1  Comment 

I've  looked  through  and  read  most  of  the  Info  sent . 

I  think  the  Air  Force  and  everyone  else  did  an  excellent  job. 

I  sm  in  favor  of  the  range.  If  proposal  D  will  work  for  the  Air  Force—  GO  for  it. 
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06/03/97 

Laat  Name:  Tindall  First  Name:  Jim 

Address:  875  S  3*  W  Bee  St. 

City:  Mountain  Home  State  :  tD  Zip:  83647 

What  private,  local,  state,  or  federal  organization  or  agency  do  you  represent? 

None 

GE-1  1  am  *or  K.  The  Cloverdale  would  be  better  reference.  The  Cloverdafe  that  is  on  the  West 
side  of  Ihe  road  would  be  better.  _ 
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06/03/97 

Last  Name:Newton  First  Name:  Nola 

Address:  P.O.  Box  131 

City:  Hammett  State:  ID  Zip:  83627 

GE-1  What  private,  local,  state,  or  federal  organization  or  agency  do  you  represent? 

None 

We  are  long  time  residents  of  Mountain  Home  and  have  always  been  supportive  of  the  Air 
Force  Base  remaining  here. 

I  fee|  fhe  Air  Force  has  attempted  in  every  way  possible  to  address  any  and  all  concerns. 

With  the  military  facing  more  cuts  it  is  no  longer  cost  effective  for  our  Air  Force  personnel 
to  have  to  fly  to  Vegas  or  Hill  Air  Force  Base  for  their  training,  nor  is  it  as  safe.  I  say 
approve  the  Enhanced  Training  Range  and  let's  keep  the  Air  Force  in  Idaho _ 
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06/03/97 

Last  Name:Newton  First  Name:  Gary 

Address:  P.O.  Box  131 

City:  Hammett  State:  ID  Zip  83627 

What  private,  local,  atate,  or  federal  organization  or  agency  do  you  represent? 

None 

GE-1  f  ani  strongly  in  favor  of  expanding  your  training  range.  This  will  help  you  train  more 

economically  and  enhance  your  training  time  and  effectiveness.  We  live  in  Hammett,  get 
quite  a  few  flying  over  us.  We  do  not  think  the  noise  is  excessive,  in  fact  we  enjoy  hearing 
the  jets.  _ 


Computer  Comment  Form 
Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho  Public  Hearing 


06/03/97 

Laat  Name:  Hightower,  Lyman  Flnt  Name:  Delores. Larry.Charles 

Address-  Route  1  Box  843  Trailer  3 

City:  Mountain  Home  Stats:  ID  Zip:  83647 

What  private,  local,  state,  or  federal  organization  or  agency  do  you  represent? 

None 

GE-1  In  regards  to  the  bombing  range  we  can  see  no  outward  harm  that  can  be  done.  There 

will  be  certain  days  the  will  be  able  to  fly  and  certain  days  they  will  not  when  grazing  is  full. 

I  can  see  no  harm  to  live  stock  or  to  the  wildlife  As  they  will  not  be  dropping  live  bombs 
they  are  only  simulated  bombs  I  do  not  understand  why  the  environmental  services  are 
so  against  this.  As  we  are  for  the  bombing  range  and  the  adjacent  ground  they  are 
needing  As  our  Air  Force  pilots  need  more  area  to  fly  in  because  of  the  new  types  of 
planes.  We  are  all  for  it! _ _ _ 
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Fred  G  Smith 

950  Holiday  Dr 

Mountain  Home  ID  83647-2321 

208-587-8796 

Elizabeth  Ann  Smith 

950  Holiday  Drive 

Mountain  Home  Id  83647-2321 

208-587-8796 

June  3,  1997 

6/1/1997 

GE-1  I  wish  to  state  that  1  support  the  establishment  of  the  Enhanced  Training  Range  as 
outlined  in  the  Air  Force  Community  Report. 

To  Whom  It  May  Concern 

What  concerns  I  might  have  had  in  the  past  have  been  considered  fully  in  the  proposal 

GE-1  After  a  review  of  the  Enhanced  Training  In  Idaho  community  report  I  fully  endorse  the 

proposal  to  establish  the  training  range  in  Idaho. 

I  have  a  preference  although  no  objections  to  any  of  the  three  locations  I  feet  the  Clover 

Butte  location  has  the  least  affect  on  wild  life  and  wetlands,  although  the  Juniper  Butte 
location  it  almost  equal 

I  would  prefer  the  Clover  Butte  location  as  it  appears  to  have  the  least  affect  on  the  animal 
population  My  second  preference  is  the  Juniper  Butte  location  all  though  all  could  be 
acceptable. 

Please  record  me  as  a  tupporter  of  the  project 

Sincerely  Yours 

Sincerely  Yours  , — , 

Elizabeth  Ann  Smith 

Fred  G  Smith 

000270 
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GE-1  I  support  the  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho  project.  The  specific  issues  of  concern  addressed 

during  the  public  comment  periods  in  1996  hive  been  addressed  by  the  Air  Force  ind  ippropriite 
measures  taken  Noise  has  been  recently  addressed  in  the  media  as  a  major  issue  but  it  appears 
noise  does  not  increase  significantly  but,  in  fact,  decreases  in  some  areas  I  hope  you  will  proceed 
with  a  favorable  Record  of  Decision,  identifying  tbe  alternative  deemed  best  by  the  Air  Force. 


765  E  16  N 

Mountain  Home,  ID  83647 


June  3,  1997 

GE-1  (support  the  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho  proposal  The  Air  Force  has  addressed  the  specific 
issues  of  concern  raised  by  commenters  to  the  best  of  their  ability.  The  mission  readiness  of  the 
366  Wing  is  critical  and  high  quality  training  is  the  most  important  component  of  mission 
readiness  Please  proceed  with  a  favorable  Record  of  Decision  on  Alternative  B.  C  or  D.  which 
the  AiryForce. 


ic 

X— 

Gross 

N 
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ORAL  TESTIMONY 

ENHANCED  TRAINING  IN  IDAHO 

Kari  Young 

415  Worth  1th  Hit 

Mtn.  Kam,  Idaho  8X47 

ALAN  BERMENSOLO 

To  Whom  It  May  Concern: 

GE-1  GOOD  EVENING  M WfttnVTpiU yjTHdgrf£.N, 

GE-1  *  Y«aid«nc  of  Idaho,  I  support  the  training  range  concept  in  Idaho  and,  having 

read  what  I  feel  are  pertinent  part*  of  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement, 

I  support  the  findings  of  the  statement.  Z  believe  that  the  Air  Force  has 
already  proven  itself  to  be  a  good  steward  of  Idaho  land  and  Chat  they  will 
continue  to  utilise  any  Idaho  range  with  responsibility  and  respect.  I  believe 
quite  strongly  that  adequate  training  range  ie  necessary  for  the  proper  training 
of  our  military.  It  is  slso  important  that  such  a  range  be  available  to  the  Air 

Force  within  a  reasonable  amount  of  time  and  without  wasting  other  resources. 

MY  NAME  IS  ALAN  BERMENSOLO.  I  AM  A  RESIDENT  OF 

MOUNTAIN  HOME,  IDAHO.  I’VE  LIVED  HERE  FOR  39  YEARS. 

I  would  like  to  see  the  responses  for  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
go  through  the  proper  steps  for  completion  of  the  process  end  the  final isstion 
of  the  Idaho  training  range. 

FIRST  OF  ALL,  I  WOULD  LIKE  TO  COMMEND  THE  AIR  FORCE 

Thank  you  for  your  consideration. 

Sincerely, 

FOR  THE  WORK  THEY  HAVE  DONE  AND  THE  TIME  THEY 

HAVE  SPENT  IN  LISTENING  TO,  AND  ADDRESSING  THE 

CONCERNS  OF  ALL  THE  CITIZENS  OF  OUR  GREAT  COUNTRY 

DURING  THE  SCOPING  PROCESS  THAT  BEGAN  IN  JANUARY 

1996.  THE  SCOPING  MEETINGS  YOU  HELD  IN  JUNE  AND 

JULY  OF  LAST  YEAR  HELPED  SHAPE  THE  ENHANCED 

TRAINING  IN  IDAHO  ALTERNATIVES  AND  EVEN  PRODUCED 

AN  ADDITIONAL  ALTERNATIVE  THAT  MIGHT  NOT 

OTHERWISE  HAVE  BEEN  CONSIDERED.  CONGRATULATIONS 

FOR  LISTENING  AND  MITIGATING  BY  AVOIDANCE  AS  WELL 
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AS  MITIGATING  BY  DESIGN  AS  YOU  ASSEMBLED  EACH  OF 

3 

the  rmm  alternatives. 

THE  TESTIMONY  I  OFFER  IS  ON  TWO  PSHTHTELAR  ISSUES. 

NUMBER  ONE:  I  AM  A  MULTI-ENGINE,  INSTRUMENT  RATED, 

PRIVATE  PILOT.  I  TRAVEL  OFTEN  ON  BUSINESS  TO 
NORTHERN  AND  SOUTHERN  CALIFORNIA.  MY  ROUTES  OF 
FLIGHT  TAKE  ME  THROUGH  THE  OWYHEE  AND  PARADISE  M 
O  As.  THERE  IS  RUMOR,  FALSE  INFORMATION,  THAT 
MODIFYING  AND\OR  ADDING  TO  THOSE  M  O  As  WILL  HAVE 
A  NEGATIVE  IMPACT  ON  BfcJVSTE  AVIATION  AND  SMALL 
AIRCRAFT.  THOSE  THAT  KNOW  THE  FACTS  REALIZE  THAT 
A  MODIFICATION  OF  THE  M  0  A’s  HAS  NO  NEGATIVE  IMPACT.  A 

'  c>u  fceMsepc.  Av 

PERSONALLY,  I  WOULD  RATHER  FLY  THROUGH  AN  ACTIVE 
M  O  A,  UTILIZING  THE  AIR  TRAFFIC  CONTROL  SYSTEM 
PROVIDED  BY  SALT  LAKE  CENTER,  OR  MOUNTAIN  HOME 
APPROACH  CONTROL,  WHO  WILL  PROVIDE  VFR  FLIGHT 
FOLLOWING,  THAN  THROUGH  UNCONTROLLED  AIRSPACE 


NUMBER  TWO:  I  AM  AN  AVID  UPLAND  BIRD  HUNTER.  I 
HAVE  HUNTED  SAGE  GROUSE  AND  CHUCKAR  PARTRIDGE 
THROUGHOUT  THE  OWYHEE  CANYON  LANDS  INCLUDING 
THE  JARBIDGE  AND  BRUNEAU  RIVERS,  MARY’S  CREEK, 

JACK’S  CREEK,  DICKSHOOTER  CREEK,  YATAHONEY  CREEK, 

BATTLE  CREEK,  AND  ALL  FORKS  OF  THE  OWYHEE  RIVER 
SINCE  1982.  I  HAVE  SEEN  LOW  FLYING  F-llUs,  F-4’s,  F-15s, 

AND  F-16’s.  I  HAVE  SEEN  CHUCKAR,  SAGE  GROUSE,  WILD 
HORSES,  ANTELOPE,  DEER,  COYOTES,  CATTLE,  RATTLE 
SNAKES,  AND  CALIFORNIA  BIG  HORN  SHEEP,  COEXISTING 
AND  GETTING  ALONG  JUST  FINE  WITH  LOW  -TLXIXG 
mi  ^  ON 

TCA'  km  r~t  ^  Ai  SO'O  ACoL.  . 

IN  SEPTEMBER  OF  1995  WHILE  HUNTING  CHUCKAR  AT  THE  ‘ 
CONFLUENCE  OF  BATTLE  CREEK  AND  THE  OWYHEE  RIVER,  1 
SPOTTED  THREE  CALIFORNIA  BIG  HORNS  ON  THE  WEST 
CANTON  WALL  OF  BATTLE  CREEK.  SHORTLY  THEREAFTER, 


IN  VFR  CONDITIONS. 
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AND  1000  FEET  AGL.  THE  BIGHORN’S  DIDN’T  MOVE.  THEY 
DIDN’T  EVEN  TURN  THEIR  HEADS.  THEY  WERE  NOT 
BOTHERED  BY  THE  LOW  FLYING  AIRCRAFT.  THEY 
STARTLED  AND  SCURIED  UP  THE  WALL  ONLY  AFTER  I 
EMPTIED  MY  TWELVE  GUAGE  SHOTGUN  ON  A  COVEY  OF 
FAST  MOVING  CHUCKARvF3PaTtlPCC. 

I  CONTEND  AND  BELIEVE  THAT  HUNTING  PRESSURE ,  EITHER 
FOR  BIG  GAME  OR  FOR  BIRDS,  AND  MANS  PRESENCE  IN 
GENERAL,  HAS  A  MUCH  MORE  DETRIMENTAL  IMPACT  ON  THE 
CALIFORNIA  BIG  HORN  SHEEP  POPULATION  TRAN  DO  AIR 
FORCE  AIRCRAFT  LOW  LEVEL  FLIGHTS  OVER  THE  OWYHEE 
CANYON  LANDS. 

I  SUPPORT  THE  AIR  FORCE’S  ENHANCED  TRAINING  IN  IDAHO 
PROPOSAL.  TRANK  YOU  FOR  ALLOWING  ME  TO  TESTIFY.- 

ALANT.  BERMENSOLO 
P.O.  BOX  12 
455  EAST  18th  NORTH 
MOUNTAIN  HOME,  IDAHO  83647 
208  587  3558 


A  FLIGHT  OF  TWO  F-4*  CROSSED  OVERHEAD  BETWEEN  500 
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Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 


WRITTEN  COMMENT  SHEET 

Public  Hearing  Location:  ZJi( _ 

Thank  you  for  providing  your  comments  on  the  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

P^e:  g.  h±7 


wmmm 


•  •  •  Please  Print  * #  * 
t—  U- 1*  l<t  kz  t 


-l-£>-Srs 

Street  A0d»eu 


Please  hand  this  form  in  or  mail  before  August  6,  1997  to: 

U  S.  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 
P.0.  Box  329 
Boise.  10  83701-0329 


Enhanced  Training  In  Idaho 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 


WRITTEN  COMMENT  SHEET 

Public  Hearing  Location:  .3^0 _ 

Tnank  you  for  providing  your  comments  on  the  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 


Dote: 


rsmrmmm 


t  c>iGo 

S::eef  Aoarea 


Please  hand  this  form  in  or  mail  before  August  6,  1997  to: 

U  S.  Air  Fovce/Burou  of  Land  Management 
PO  Bo*  329 
Boise  10  83701-0329 


Ctyf/StoiaTlo  Code 


Enhanced  Training  In  Idaho 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 


0002S4 


*j»  Enhanced  Training  In  Idaho 

Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 


WRITTEN  COMMENT  SHEET 

Public  Hearing  Location:  - - _ 

Thank  you  for  providing  your  comments  on  the  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 


WRITTEN  COMMENT  SHEET 

Public  Hearing  Location:  - \ • - 

Thank  you  (or  providing  your  comments  on  the  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement 

v  Dole 
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23  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho 

Wj.  *7  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 


WRITTEN  COMMENT  SHEET 

Public  Hearing  Location:  rjfosa  ,  iJm  b  n 

Thank  yDu  for  providing  your  comments  on  the  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 


Date:  UufUlM. 


.  *  *  *  Please  Print  * 

n  £g>cn\  qAhi 

1-M70-*/ _ 


mm 


Ciry/Stcf&Zio  Code 


Please  hand  this  form  in  or  mail  before  August  6, 1997  to: 

U  S.  Air  Force/Bureau  o(  Land  Managamant 
P.O.  Bo*  329 
Boise,  10  8  3701-0329 
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Environmental  Impact  Siatement. 
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P.O  Bo*  329 
Boise,  10  83701-0329 
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U.S.  Air  Force/'Bureau  of  Land  Management  7  Jun  97 

P.0.  Box  329 

Boise,  Idaho  83701-0329 
To  Whom  It  May  Concern; 

I  have  had  the  opportunity  to  review  the  draft  EIS  for  the  proposed 
Weapons  Delivery  and  Electronic  Warfare  Range,  referred  to  as 
"Enhanced  Training  Idaho.*  Having  done  so  I  have  prepared  a  number 
of  comments  (enclosed)  that  I  would  like  considered  as  part  of  the 
review  process  and  made  a  pad  of  the  official  record.  I  would  also 
like  my  vote  for  Alternative  *A*  be  recorded. 


/  3231  Waterwheel  Rd 
‘  Emmett,  Idaho  83617 
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Draft  EIS  Enhanced  Training  Idaho 
Comments 

1.  In  spite  of  overwhelming  public  opposition  to  past  training  range 
expansion  efforts  and  Depadment  of  Defense  Inspector  General 
repods  in  both  1993  and  1995  confirming  existing  training  ranges 
are  adequate  to  meet  training  needs  of  Mountain  Home  and 
stipulating  a  new  range  would  be  redundant,  the  Air  Force  seems  to 
have  blatantly  gone  on  to  develop  ETI.  It  has  been  repoded  that  the 
Air  Force  has  not  complied  with  a  legal  ruling  handed  down  by 
Federal  Judge  Edward  Lodge  in  May  1995  regarding  conducting  a 
combined  EIS.  Such  willful  disregard  of  the  public’s  wishes,  the  DOD 
Inspector  General  and  a  Federal  Judge  seems  to  be  at  least 
dereliction  of  duty  on  the  pad  of  those  responsible. 

p*.  .  Recommendation;  Before  any  fudher  action  is  taken  to  pursue  ETI 
rrN  I  itje  Secretary  the  Air  should  document  a  'need'  for  ETI  with 
PN  14  and  explain  to  Idaho’s  citizenry  why  their  wishes  as  well  as 

rrN"14  those  of  the  Depadment  of  Defense  Inspector  General  and  a  Federal 
Judge  have  been  disregarded. 

PN-8  P^’  draft  indicates  one  reason  for  ETI  is  due  to  range 
[scheduling  problems  at  other  ranges.  This  was  the  same  ruse 
contained  in  the  previous  Idaho  Training  Range(ITR)  proposal.  The 
DOD  audit  repod  of  the  ITR  proposal  mentioned  above  indicated  no 
scheduling  conflicts  could  be  documented.  Also,  management 
responsibility  for  the  UTTR  was  transferred  to  the  Air  Combat 
Command  in  1995  reducing  the  possibility  of  scheduling  conflicts. 

Recommendation:  Unless  the  Air  Force  can  provide  documentation  to 
substantiate  the  allegations,  recommend  they  be  deleted  from  the 
EIS. 

3.  The  draft  EIS. infers  another  reason  for  ETI  is  due  to  the  long 
distances  to  distant  ranges(page  1*40).  The  same  DOD  audit 
indicated  the  Air  Force  estimates  of  distant  flight  times  was 
overstated  by  about  30  minutes.  Inflated  estimates  have  been 
PR-19  included  in  the  latest  ETI  proposal.  There  seems  to  be  somewhat  o!  a 
paradox  in  regard  to  the  statements  about  distant  ranges  being  too 
lar  to  enable  required  training.  During  the  Gulf  War  one  of  the  first 
strikes  by  FI  6  aircraft  was  about  3  hours  duration,  included  in 


flight  refueling  operations,  and  knocked  out  10  SAM  sites  If  the 
366th  is  sincere  about  wanting  to  train  the  way  they  expect  to  fight, 
perhaps  they  should  place  more  emphasis  on  long  range  flying  to 
distant  ranges  It  would  seem  recent  combat  experience  has  shown 
that  to  be  a  realistic  scenario. 

Recommendations: 

a.  That  a  correlation  be  made  between  the  projected  flight  times  and 
sorties  to  distant  ranges  contained  in  the  draft  EIS  versus  the 
number  of  training  flying  hours  allocated  to  the  366th  Wing  by 
aircraft. 

b.  That  a  similar  comparison  be  made  for  local  sorties  by  aircraft 
for  SCR  versus  the  new  range  proposals. 

4.  Page  1-16  indicates  ETI  will  ensure  protection  of  the  environment 
and  cultural  resources.  Since  the  ETI  will  result  in  such  things  as 
new  MOA’s  that  will  result  in  new(pg  4-215)  low  altitude  high  speed 
flights  over  Wilderness  Study  Areas.  Bighorn  Sheep,  constructing  or 
improving  77-80  miles  of  roads,  installation  of  powerlines, 
construction  of  Emitter  sites  and  Drop  and  No  Drop  Zones,  etc.,  etc., 
etc.  an  explanation  seems  only  fitting. 

Recommendation;  That  an  explanation  be  furnished  as  to  how  the  ETI 
could  possibly  ensure  protection  of  the  environment  and  cultural 
DP-36  resources  when  so  many  ground  disturbance  operations  will  be 
undertaken.  The  fact  that  some  sites  were  not  chosen  seems 


5.  On  page  1-20  there  is  an  indication  that  *a  realistic  training 
environment  includes  the  ability  to  practice  a  wide  variety  of 
ordnance  deliveries  ...'  The  12,000  acre  proposed  training  target 
under  Alternatives  B,  C  and  D  will  only  allow  use  of  25  pound 
practice  bombs. 

Recommendation-  That  the  Air  Force  explain  how  it  expecls  to 
accomplish  the  required  realistic  training  under  any  ETI 
PN-IO  alternatives.  Is  there  a  classified  plan  to  use  live  ordnance  at  a 
future  date? 

6  On  page  1-21  there  is  mention  of  building  No  Drop  Targets 
including  grain  silos  and  agricultural  buildings.  Page  4-207  includes 
remarks  indicating  the  12,000  acre  range  site  would  resemble  a 
large  ranching  operation  or  small  commercial/industrial  area. 
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L  Recommendation:  That  the  Air  Force  explain  why  it  plans  to  build  a 
target  range  that  resembles  agricultural  and  ranching  operations. 
Are  they  the  sort  of  targets  the  Air  Force  trains  to  attack? 

7.  Page  1-22  states  realistic  training  must  include  simulation  of 
SAM's  and  AAA  sites.  Smokey  SAM's  and  the  AAA  Visual  Cueing 
Systems  are  routinely  used  for  that  purpose.  The  draft  EIS  indicates 
"fireworks  type  aerial  chargesfe.g.  Smokey  surface-to-air 
missiles(SAMs)  are  stored  in  a  small  metal  building"  at  SCR. 

j  Recommendation:  That  an  explanation  be  furnished  regarding  the  use 
of  these  devices  including  whether  they  will  be  used  as  part  of  ETI? 
UK-lt>  If  not,  recommend  an  explanation  be  furnished  as  to  how  realistic 
[training  will  be  obtained  without  their  use? 


8.  Page  1-8  includes  some  quotes  regarding  the  importance  of 
Composite  Wings  to  help  explain  the  importance  of  the  366th  Wing. 
The  other  two  other  Composite  Wings  at  Pope  AFB  and  Moody  AFB  are 
now  being  disbanded,  therefore  the  significance  of  the  composite 
wing  concept  may  have  been  overstated. 

Recommendation:  Since  two  of  the  three  composite  wings  are  being 
PN-11  disbanded,  request  clarification  be  furnished  in  regard  to  the  overall 
Jmportance  of  composite  wings. 

9.  Page  1-38  includes  remarks  about  the  loss  of  training  time  flying 
to  southern  training  ranges.  The  Table  on  page  1-39  attempts  to 
show  comparisons  of  flight  times  based  on  a  computer  model  that 
seem  highly  suspect.  For  example,  page  4-215  indicates  an  FI 6 
traveling  an  average  speed  of  480  KTAS  would  travel  9.2  miles  in 
one  minute.  A  quick  calculation  easily  shows  it  would  only  take  20 
minutes  to  get  to  South  UTTR  and  back.  Thus,  the  indication  that 

PN-12  without  refueling  on  a  1  hr  and  39  minute  flight,  combat  training  . 

time  would  only  be  14  minutes  seems  patently  misleading.  I  suspect 
all  the  training  times  in  Table  1-39  are  way  out  of  order.  Such 
disparity  would  confirm  past  findings  of  the  DOD  IG  who  reported 
"five  of  six  average  flight  profile  durations  in  the  analysis  were 
overstated  by  about  30  minutes." 

Recommendation:  That  the  Air  Force  recalculate  flight  times  from 
Mountain  Home  to  distant  ranges  so  as  to  be  credible. 


PN-13 
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10.  Page  1-41  Includes  remarks  that  "the  narrow  gap  between  the 
Reservation  and  the  MOA...can  be  effectively  used  only  to  transit 
from  one  MOA  to  another."  Such  a  remark  seems  to  be  highly 
misleading  in  that  the  distance  is  actually  about  15NMs.  Since 
alternative  D  includes  adding  about  2NMs  to  the  east  edge  of  an 
existing  MOA  to  provide  adequate  airspace  to  approach  the  new 
target  from  the  east  it  seems  absurd  for  the  Air  Force  to  call  15NMs 
a  "narrow  gap." 

Recommendation:  That  the  comments  regarding  the  15NM  space 
between  the  Reservation  and  the  MOA  be  changed  to  more  correctly 
define  the  true  situation. 

11.  Page  1-48  addresses  National  Guard  Helicopter  operations  as 
being  beyond  the  scope  of  this  EIS.  Since  the  helicopter  operations 
involve  both  the  existing  SCR  and  the  Triangle  Training  Area  in  the 
Owyhee  Mountains,  believe  it  would  be  illegal  for  the  Air  Force  to 
not  include  the  helicopter  operations  as  part  of  the  ETI  EIS  under  the 
NEPA  process.  The  fact  that  National  Guard  AID  and  C130  aircraft 
are  included  but  not  helicopters  makes  no  sense. 

Recommendation:  That  the  Air  Force  reconsider  their  prior  decision 
and  expand  the  ETI  EIS  to  include  the  National  Guard  helicopter 
operations. 

12.  Page  1-49  indicates  that  a  report  on  water  requirements  was 
unnecessary  since  the  Air  Force  proposes  to  use  no  water  from  the 
lands.  Believe  such  a  decision  may  have  been  premature  since 
elsewhere  in  the  EIS  plans  are  to  construct  a  sewage  treatment 
p!ant(page  2-44)  and  to  store  50.000  gallons  of  non-potable 
waterfpage  2-47)  to  support  range  maintenance  operations.  I  find  it 
hard  to  believe  that  the  Air  Force  would  plan  on  building  a 
multimillion  dollar  training  range  and  not  have  an  on  site  source  of 
drinking  water  for  the  troops. 

Recommendation:  That  the  Air  Force  revisit  the  water  issue  to 
determine  where  the  troops  will  get  drinking  water. 

13.  Page  2-16  indicates  training  schedules  will  be  Monday  through 
Friday  260  days  a  year.  It  further  indicates  about  85  percent  will  be 
done  between  9AM  and  4PM;  9-11  percent  between  4-10PM  and  the 
remaining  4-6  percent  after  10PM.  The  National  Guard  A10  and 
C130‘s  will  train  on  weekends  about  two  times  a  month.  Recognizing 
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the  importance  of  training  the  way  they  plan  on  fighting  it  does  not 
seem  to  be  very  realistic  to  conduct  the  bulk  of  training  during 
normal  business  hours.  Based  on  the  stated  training  schedule  one  can 
easily  conclude  there  certainly  is  no  need  for  an  expanded  training 
range  to  support  the  A10  and  Cl 30  operations. 

[Recommendation:  That  the  Air  Force  make  it  perfectly  clear  the  ETI 
is  not  needed  to  support  Idaho  National  Guard  A10  and  Cl 30 
operations. 

14.  Page  2-72  indicates  plans  are  to  drop  an  estimated  25,243 
flares  and  48,896  Chaff  bundles  per  year  on  the  training  range.  As  a 
minimum  the  end  caps  from  the  flares  and  up  to  3  million  aluminum 
coated  fibers  from  each  chaff  bundle  will  ultimately  float  to  the 
ground. 


many  aircraft  deployed  overseas  in  itself  negates  any  need  for  an 
expanded  local  training  range. 


Recommendation:  Since  flying  hours  allocated  to  the  366th  are  the 
PN-9  contro,lin9  factor,  recommend  a  cost  analysis  be  conducted  that 

would  identify  the  cost  of  ETI,  including  the  EIS.  versus  each  planned 
sortie. 


17.  Page  2-34  indicates  the  Air  force  plans  to  compensate  grazing 
permittees  with  money  or  in  kind  compensation  which  could  include 
acquisition  of  private  lands. 


DP-21 


Recommendation:  That  this  entire  matter  be  fully  explained  in  regard 
to  the  amount  of  money  involved  and  precisely  what  private  lands 
are  involved. 


LU-16 


Recommendation:  That  a  determination  be  made  if  the  release  of 
such  material  onto  public  and  private  lands  violates  private  property 
rights.  BLM  litter  restrictions  and  Idaho’s  litter  laws.  If  the  answer 
is  found  to  be  yes  to  any  of  the  above,  recommend  the  planned  use  of 
flares  and  chaff  be  deleted  from  the  proposal. 


15.  Page  2-19  indicates  flare  release  "altitude  restrictions  provide 
considerable  buffer  against  inadvertent  low  releases  that  might 
result  in  burning  material  contacting  the  ground."  Page  3-24 
indicates  use  of  flares  "constitutes  minimal  risk."  Page  3-34 
indicates  under  "normal  circumstances  no  burning  material  comes  in 
contact  with  anything  on  the  ground." 


18.  Page  2-34  indicates  95  percent  of  the  25  pound  practice  bombs 
are  expected  to  drop  within  the  300  foot  drop  target  within  the 
12,000  acre  range.  Since  plans  are  to  drop  6,364  bombs,  the  5 
percent  that  can  be  expected  to  fall  outside  the  drop  zone(page  2* 
72)  is  320.  Since  cattle  will  be  allowed  to  range  inside  the  12,000 
acre  area  but  outside  the  300  foot  zone.  I  suspect  some  may  be  hit 
by  bombs. 


DP-22 


Recommendation:  That  an  analysis  be  made  to  figure  out  how  many 
head  of  cattle  can  be  expected  to  be  hi;  by  practice  bombs  in  the 
12,000  foot  area  on  an  annual  basis.  Also,  the  Air  Force  should 
explain  if  and  how  it  intends  to  compensate  ranchers  for  livestock 
losses. 


SF-9 


Recommendation:  That  an  explanation  as  to  what  constitutes  a 
"considerable  buffer"  be  included  and  clarify  what  is  meant  by 
'minimal  risk."  Would  also  like  to  know  if  there  is  any  history  of 
flares  starting  fires  when  dropped  over  training  ranges  in  Idaho  or 
elsewhere  since  I  suspect  they  would  represent  the  other  than 
normal  circumstances. 


16.  Pages  2-20  and  2-21  address  the  number  of  sorties  the  366th 
flies  to  distant  ranges  including  1500  to  Nellis,  300  to  Fallon  and 
700  to  UTTR  plus  about  another  10,000  local  for  a  total  of  about 
12,500.  Reports  of  flying  hours  allocated  to  Mountain  Home  for 
training  was  23,470.  Thus,  one  could  estimate  that  each  sortie 
would  average  about  2  hours.  The  fact  that  the  366th  has  had  so 


SF-I3 


19.  Page  2-40  addresses  the  planned  use  of  heaters  and  propane 
tanks,  up  to  2,000  gallons,  at  several  No  Drop  Zones  and  elsewhere 
as  part  of  the  ETI.  The  EIS  makes  no  mention  as  to  who  will  fill 
these  tanks  or  how  these  potential  sources  for  fire  hazards  will  be 
accommodated  other  than  to  say  adherence  of  hazardous  material 
storage  and  use  would  be  monitored  ...(page  4-54). 

Recommendation:  Due  to  the  extreme  concerns  for  fire  in  the  open 
range  it  seems  reasonable  to  recommend  that  details  surrounding 
the  planned  storage  and  use  of  propane  and  all  other  hazardous 
materials  be  explained  in  depth  not  merely  that  they  will  be 
monitored. 
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20.  Page  2-44  describes  the  planned  use  of  a  three  strand  fence,  2 
strands  of  barbed  wire  and  one  smooth  on  the  bottom.  The  fence  is 
referred  to  as  a  "wildlife  fence.'  Since  antelope  are  known  to  not  qo 
over  or  under  fences,  it  is  unclear  if  studies  have  been  done  with  the 
fence  in  question  to  see  if  antelope  will  indeed  go  over  or  under  it. 

R1  11  I  F*ecommendat'on:  That  documentation  be  furnished  to  support  that 
Lfnt0,°Pe  wil1  9°  over  or  uhder  the  type  of  fence  described. 

21.  Page  2-46  addresses  concerns  about  theft  and  vandalism.  Since 

[all  the  range  facilities  will  be  in  rather  remote  areas  of  Owyhee 
County,  will  the  Air  Force  expect  the  Owyhee  County  Sheriff  to 
provide  service  for  the  new  range  operations? 

Recommendation:  That  this  matter  be  addressed  as  part  of  the  EIS 
process  so  the  Owyhee  County  residents  will  know  in  advance  how 
much  of  their  Sheriffs  time  will  be  spent  in  support  of  the  Air  Force 
operations. 

22,  Page  2*47  indicates  one  1200  gallon  fire  truck  and  two  pick  up 
trucks  with  200  gallon  slip  on  tanks  will  be  available  to  support  fire 
suppression.  It  goes  on  to  indicate  all  maintenance  personnel  will  be 
qualified  in  fire  suppression  duties.  Recognizing  the  remoteness  of 
the  range  operations  it  seems  the  fire  suppression  planning  is  rather 
laissez-faire.  Residents  of  Kuna  found  out  just  how  severe  range 
fires  can  be  only  a  couple  of  years  ago.  The  EIS  even  refers  to  range 
fires  that  can  burn  several  hundred  acres  an  hour(page  3-90). 

Recommendation:  That  the  extent  of  fire  training  required  to  combat 
range  fires  be  determined  with  the  BLM  and  that  the  Air  Force  agree 
DP-24  that  all  personnel  performing  range  maintenance  operations  receive 
such  training  before  being  allowed  on  the  range.  The  adequacy  of  the 
planned  fire  fighting  equipment  should  also  be  reevaluated. 

23.  Page  2-54  indicates  roads  will  not  be  used  when  weather 
conditions  do  not  permit  travel.  In  this  era  of  4  wheel  drive  vehicles 
travel  over  back  roads  can  be  done  during  some  of  the  most  messy 
road  conditions.  Therefore  believe  such  a  generalization  could  be 
subject  to  interpretation  to  include  even  the  worst  of  conditions  so 
long  as  a  person  had  a  4  wheel  drive  vehicle.  Should  traffic  be 
stopped  after  a  half  inch  of  rain,  one  inch,  or  what?  Since  road 
maintenance  agreements  are  still  pending  believe  this  could  be  a 
significant  issue. 


„  ["Recommendation:  That  the  Air  Force  qualify  what  it  means  by  "when 
Dr-35  |^weather  conditions  do  not  permit  travel." 

24.  Page  2-65  thru  2-68  addresses  planned  sorties/sortie 
operations  both  local  and  at  distant  ranges  with  an  inference  that 
some  would  be  reduced  radically,  Nellis  down  684,  UTTR  down  389, 
Fallon  down  131.  Since  such  reductions  would  obviously  have  an 
impact  on  the  distant  range  operations  it  would  be  interesting  to 
know  if  the  distant  ranges  are  aware  of  the  planned  reductions.  What 
sort  of  impact  will  the  reductions  have  on  their  keeping  their 
training  ranges  viable.  It  could  be  they  might  be  trying  to  justify 
range  expansions  similar  to  ETI  based  on  their  support  of  the  366th. 
We  certainly  would  not  want  that  to  happen  would  we? 

Recommendation:  That  the  Air  Force  stipulate  if  the  planned 
reduction  in  366th  sorties  to  distant  ranges  have  been  coordinated 
DP^  wjth  those  responsible  and  identify  what  the  impact  will  be  on  the 
distant  range  operations. 

25.  Page  2-72  mentions  what  to  do  with  regard  to  hung  ordnance  but 
nowhere  does  the  EIS  address  the  inadvertent  release  of  ordnance.  It 
would  seem  that  inadvertent  release  of  BDU-33  and  similar  25  pound 
practice  bombs  with  their  explosive  cartridges  has  been  overlooked 
in  the  draft  EIS. 


Recommendations:  That  the  Air  Force  specify  what  sort  of  reporting 
and  investigation,  if  any,  is  required  when  ordnance,  including 
practice  bombs,  are  inadvertently  released  from  aircraft.  Also 
recommend  the  Air  Force  identify  the  number  of  inadvertent 
releases  pf  ordnance  from  the  types  of  aircraft  involved  in  the  ETI 
for  the  past  five  years.  Since  the  public  is  being  asked  to  support  the 
ETI  proposals  it  seems  reasonable  that  the  public  be  furnished  such 
information. 


26.  Page  2-74  mentions  Laser  targeting  and  the  need  to  certify  what 
hazard  -control  measures  will  be  required.  On  page  3-27  some 
restrictions  for  Laser  operations  are  mentioned  including  use  around 
reflective  materials  including  water  and  ice.  Based  on  some  of  the 
materials  being  planned  for  use  as  part  of  the  construction  effort  it 
would  seem  that  there  has  been  no  consideration  given  to  the  use  of 
Lasers.  It's  as  though  the  use  of  lasers  as  part  ol  ETI  is  addressed 
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without  any  coordination  with  regard  to  construction  of  building 
with  reflective  material. 

Recommendation:  That  the  planned  use  of  Lasers  be  reevaluated 
gp  ,  against  planned  construction  materials  so  as  to  minimize 
restrictions  should  ETI  go  forward.  Recommend  the  Laser 
certification  be  an  integral  part  of  the  range  development  proposal 
jiot  after  the  fact  which  seems  to  be  the  current  practice. 

27.  Page  2-75  indicates  grazing  permits  issued  by  the  BLM  and  the 
State  of  Idaho  would  be  terminated.  Since  the  State  Land  Board  and 
Idaho  State  Law  restrict  awarding  grazing  leases  to  ranchers,  it  is 
unclear  how  state  grazing  leases  will  be  taken  away  from  the 
current  permittees.  The  Land  Board  does  not  allow  environmental 
groups  to  obtain  grazing  leases  to  improve  habitat  and  increase  the 
financial  return  to  the  school  endowment  fund.  Therefore  it  will  be 
interesting  to  see  how  they  can  possibly  take  a  grazing  permit  away 

DP-39  ,rom  a  fancher  t0  build  a  bombing  range.  Since  the  Land  Board 

members  are  independent  elected  officials,  the  Governor  does  not 
have  the  authority  to  guarantee  the  Air  Force  that  state  grazing 
leases  will  be  taken  away  from  current  permittees  for  a  bombing 
range. 

Recommendation:  That  before  moving  forward  with  the  EIS  process, 
the  Air  Force  should  meet  with  the  Land  Board  at  a  scheduled  public 
meeting  to  discuss  the  issue  to  find  out  if  they  will  agree  to  take 
grazing  permits  away  from  the  current  permittees  for  the  new 
bombing  range. 

28.  Page  2-75  also  indicates  the  Air  Force  will  determine  what 
grazing  levels  will  be  compatible  with  Air  Force  operations. 

Recommendations:  That  the  Air  Force  specify  what  those  grazing 
levels  will  be.  Also  define  what  lees  will  be  charged.  Should  the  Air 
DP-2o  Force  elect  to  not  allow  livestock  grazing,  recommend  the  fenced  in 
areas  be  used  as  exclosures  to  monitor  variations  in  habitat  between 
grazed 'and  ungrazed  range. 

29.  Page  2-94  indicates  around  18  personnel  will  be  needed  to 
operate  the  new  range.  With  the  ongoing  budget  concerns  and 
manpower  reductions  it  seems  strange  the  366th  can  come  up  with 
18  people  to  operate  the  new  range.  It  seems  questionable  the  Air 


Force  could  support  such  a  vast  array  of  range  facilities  with  only 
18  people. 

Recommendation-  That  the  Air  Force  identify  where  the  manpower 
will  come  from  in  the  EIS.  Since  the  viability  of  range  operations 
DP-26  will  be  predicated  on  proper  manning  it  seems  reasonable  to  expect 
the  Air  Force  to  explain  to  the  public  where  they  will  get  the  people 
to  run  the  range  including  costs. 

30.  Page  2-76  indicates  construction  of  the  new  range  could  take 
three  to  four  years.  Based  on  the  recent  decision  to  deactivate  the 
only  other  two  Composite  Wings  in  the  Air  Force,  the  EIS  doesn’t 
mention  what  will  happen  if  the  366th  is  also  deactivated  at  some 
DP-27  later  date 


I  Recommendation:  That  the  Air  Force  indicate  if  they  would  still  go 
forward  with  ETI  if  the  366th  Composite  Wing  were  disbanded  since 
[any  possible  justification  to  continue  would  go  away. 

31.  Page  2-95  mentions  a  Battle  Lab  being  assigned  to  Mountain 
Home  AFB.  Since  it  is  referred  to  in  the  ElS  it  seems  only 
appropriate  that  details  regarding  how  this  new  lab  came  about 

HP  ?s  [including  funding,  manpower,  etc.  The  draft  EIS  was  unclear  if  the 
[jab  is  being  created  as  part  of  ETI, 

Recommendation:  That  the  Air  Force  explain  the  Battle  Lab  including 
an  explanation  as  to  how  it  evolved,  funding,  manning,  etc. 

32.  Pages  3-13  mentions  civil  aviation  and  some  controls  in  place  to 
prevent  mishaps  including  VFR,  military  (light  restrictions  for  two 
miles  on  either  side  of  Hwy  51,  which  is  under  part  of  the  Owyhee 
MOA,  etc  Page  3-14  indicates  procedures  have  "generally  been 
effective  in  accommodating  the  BLM  and  IDFG  flights."  The  term 
■generally"  infers  that  everything  does  not  always  go  smoothly. 

Also  mentioned  is  the  fact  that  a  number  of  ranchers  and  private 
aircraft  owners  operate  out  of  Grasmere,  Owyhee  and  Riddle 
airfields'.  It  would  seem,  with  the  planned  expanded  MOA's  and 
increase  in  high  speed  sortie-operations,  the  potential  for  a  mishap 
will  increase  significantly.  I  recall  just  last  winter  hearing  about  an 
Animal  Damage  Control  flight  in  the  area  that  caused  a  problem.  The 
EIS  doesn't  really  address  this  issue. 
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[Recommendation:  That  the  Air  Force  conduct  a  definitive  analysis  as 
to  the  potential  increase  for  an  accident  involving  civilian  aircraft 
in  ail  areas  where  airspace  use  by  the  military  will  be  increased  or 
expanded  under  ETI  and  report  the  findings  in  the  final  EIS. 

33.  Page  3-35  identifies  the  CXU-3A/B  Cold  Smoke  Cartridges  to  be 
used  at  the  new  ETI  ranges.  Considerable  effort  has  been  made 
throughout  the  EIS  to  emphasize  that  the  cartridges  only  produce 
smoke. 

Recommendations:  That  the  Air  Force  make  the  Hazardous  Component 
Safety  Data  Statements  for  the  Cold  Smoke  Cartridge  an  integral 
part  of  the  EIS  so  that  the  public  can  see  for  themselves  what  the 
hazards  of  the  cartridges  really  are.  Also  provide  data  with  regard 
to  the  CXU-3A/B  Cartridges  not  functioning  properly  and  any  reports 
of  the  cartridges  causing  any  fires. 

34.  Page  3-42  makes  no  mention  of  the  30MM  ammunition  used  by 
A10  aircraft  at  SCR. 

Recommendation:  That  information  regarding  the  30MM  ammunition 
[be  added  to  the  final  EIS. 

35.  Page  3-70  mentions  that  water  pipelines  traverse  the  proposed 
Clover  Butte  and  Juniper  Butte  sites.  However,  no  mention  is  made 
as  to  how  the  range  development  or  bombing  will  impact  the  water 
DP-37  pipelines. 

Recommendations:  That  the  Air  Force  provide  an  explanation  as  to 
how  the  pipelines  will  be  accommodated  if  ETI  is  approved. 

36.  Pages  3-155  and  3-156  indicate  that  plans  are  to  conduct  mule 
deer  and  antelope  surveys  during  the  winter  of  1997  in  the  Clover 
Butte,  Grasmere  and  Juniper  Butte  areas  plus  the  no  drop  targets  and 
emitter  sites.  The  purpose  will  be  to  determine  the  animal's  winter 
populations.  Page  3-153  indicates  under  ROI  Three,  "the  wintering 
BI-12  area  for  the  herd  of  nearly  6,000  pronghorn  is  unknown.*  Since  the 
wildlife  populations  are  not  known  it  seems  unconcionable  anyone 
would  state  the  impact  on  wildlife  would  be  ’negligible  or  low*  as 
done  in  the  draft  EIS  under  Biological  Resources  4.6. 

Recommendation:  That  the  Air  Force  refrain  from  making  any 
decision  to  go  forward  with  ETI  until  such  time  adequate  wildlife 


L surveys,  including  Sagegrouse,  have  been  conducted  and  the  results 
made  available  to  both  the  Idaho  Fish  and  Game  and  the  public  for 
review  and  comment. 

37.  Page  3-246  indicates  that  1991  recreational  use  in  just  the 
Jarbridge  MOA  was  22,500  people.  Estimates  regarding  recreational 
use  for  the  entire  area  impacted  by  ETI  were  not  given.  Estimates 
used  in  the  previous  Air  Force  bombing  range  proposal  for  portions 
of  the  Owyhee  MOA  was  18,807  from  the  same  BSU  1991  survey. 
Thus,  using  1991  data  for  just  part  of  the  area  revealed  41,000 
people.  Since  Idaho’s  population  has  grown  by  leaps  and  bounds  since 
1991  current  figures  would  be  significantly  higher,  it  seems 
unjustifiable  for  the  Air  Force  to  pursue  building  a  new  bombing 
range  without  obtaining  current  viable  data  regarding  recreational 
use.  The  fact  that  the  population  of  Ada  and  Canyon  counties  has 
virtually  been  exploding  the  past  few  years  should  be  of  concern  to 
the  Air  Force  regarding  their  latest  range  expansion  proposals.  Even 
the  Idaho  Department  of  Commerce  has  indicated  tourism  is  the 
number  3  industry  in  the  state  and  recreation  reflects  the 
trend(page  3-252). 

Recommendation:  That  the  Air  Force  obtain  current  viable  data 
RV-2  regarding  numbers  of  people  using  the  areas  affected  by  ETI  and 
reconsider  the  impact  ETi  will  have  on  the  general  public. 

38.  Page  3-287,  Table  3.12-18  reflects  Controlled  Hunt  information 
for  Management  Units  41  and  46  for  1995,  however  the  data  is 
incomplete  in  that  no  data  are  furnished  for  the  General  mule  deer 
SO-1  hunts  held  in  the  same  Units.  Thus  any  attempt  to  use  the  financial 
data  is  misleading. 

Recommendation:  That  the  Air  Force  obtain  complete  data  if  they 
intend  to  use  it  as  a  basis  for  making  socioeconomic  decisions. 

39..  Page  4-112  indicates  a  study  is  underway  to  determine  the  noise 
impacts  on  Bigho.rn  sheep.  It  has  been  reported  separately  the  study 
BI-14  has  been  completed  and  that  the  Air  Force  has  misled  the  public  by 
not  releasing  data  that  would  show  a  significant  noise  impact  on  a 
herd  of  bighorn  sheep. 

Recommendations: 

a.  That  the  Air  Force  release  the  true  study  results  regardless  of 
whether  they  support  their  range  proposals. 


0002S0 


b.  Also  recommend  an  investigation  be  made  into  whether  there  has 
been  a  willful  attempt  to  mislead  the  public  and  that  the  persons 
responsible  be  punished  accordingly. 

40.  Page  4-154  indicates  under  cumulative  effects  that  *the  long¬ 
term  effects  of  overflight  noise  on  wildlife  populations  are  largely 
unknown.*  Based  on  this  statement  it  would  seem  only  prudent  that 
the  Air  Force,  as  part  of  its  Good  Neighbor  campaign,  would 
terminate  all  further  consideration  of  ETI  until  such  time  this 
required  data  is  obtained. 

Recommendation:  That  either  ETI  be  terminated  or  a  decision  to 
R.  ..  move  forward  be  held  in  abeyance  until  such  time  the  long  term 
"  '  5  effects  of  overhead  noise  on  wildlife  caused  by  military  aircraft  can 
be  determined. 

41.  Page  4-191  addresses  the  management  policies  for  WSA’s  and 
states  in  part  that  "the  noise  levels  and  associated  aircraft 
overflights  effects  are  temporary  and  reversible  by  nature,  leaving 
no  permanent  evidence  of  human  use.  Therefore,  the  proposed  action 
should  not  conflict  with  nonimparrement  management  policies.’  With 
such  a  gobble-de-gook  statement  it  should  surprise  no-one  if  the  Air 
Force  decided  to  fly  Mark  2  over  a  hospital  quiet  zone.  I  say  there  is 
something  wrong. 

Recommendation:  That  the  Air  Force  reevaluate  the  above  quoted 
comments  and  consider  writing  something  that  makes  sense  to  the 
average  person. 


and  frequent  vehicle  travel  by  range  personnel,  believe  the  EIS  is 
deficient  in  regard  to  potential  for  weed  distribution  and  control 
measures  which  is  a  major  concern  throughout  Idaho. 

[Recommendation:  That  the  Air  Force  expand  the  EIS  to  address  the 
R.  weed  control  issue  and  explain  how  they  plan  on  controlling  the 
spread  of  weeds  and  if  they  intend  to  provide  long  term  financial 
[support  to  Owyhee  County's  weed  control  agency. 

44.  The  issue  of  noise  is  a  centra!  concern  with  regard  to  ETI.  Noise 
pollution  is  a  growing  concern  and  it  seems  needlessly  deceptive  for 
the  Air  Force  to  say  that  noise  will  not  be  a  significant  impact  to 
either  man  or  beast.  That  by  averaging  noise  out  over  24  hours  and 
saying  the  number  of  sorties  will  decrease  thereby  further  reducing 
the  noise  is  sheer  nonsense.  It  is  my  understanding  the  noise 
analysis  used  in  the  EIS  is  flawed  in  regard  to  the  noise  issue.  The 
enclosed  guide  prepared  by  retired  Air  Force  Colonel,  Dr  William  J. 
Weida  identifies  the  shortcomings. 

Recommendation:  That  the  Air  Force  stop  trying  to  mislead  the 
public  and  be  candid  and  honest  enough  to  just  say  "there  will  be  one 
hell  of  a  lot  of  noise  that  most  everyone  will  find  annoying.* 

NO-15  Suspecting  the  Air  Force  will  not  do  so,  recommend  the  Air  Force 
either  reaccomplish  the  noise  analysis  In  the  EIS  using  Dr  Weida’s 
guidance  or  attempt  to  refute  the  points  made  by  Dr  Weida  in  his 
guide. 


42.  Page  3-27  addresses  how  range  operations  at  SCR  are  sometimes 
.curtailed  -during  periods  of  high  fire  risk.  Since  similiar  risks  will 
exist  at  the  new  range,  without  benefit  of  all  the  fire  breaks,  it 
seems  reasonable  to  try  and  determine  how  frequently  operations 
might  be  impacted  at  the  new  range  by  the  severe  threat  of  fires. 

[Recommendation:  That  the  Air  Force  identify  the  number  of  times 
SF-8  SCR  has  been  closed  down  due  to  severe  fire  risks  over  the  past 
several  years. 


43.  Except  for  the  identification  of  a  few  weeds  as  part  of  the 
biological  inventory,  the  EIS  is  virtually  silent  in  regard  lo  the 
spread  and  control  of  weeds  throughout  the  entire  ETI  area.  With  the 
amount  of  planned  construction  including  road  building,  power  lines 
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Computer  Comment  Form 
Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho  Public  Hearing 

Hello.  Please  use  the  mouse  or  arrow  keys  to  move  to  each  new  typing  area. 
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We  are  convinced  that  no  addition  should  be  made  to  the  present  training 
range  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base. 


Last  Name:  Everton 

Address:  5720  Becliffe  Court 

City:  Boise  State:  Idaho  Zip:  83704 


First  Name:  Clyde  and  Frances 


What  private,  local,  state,  or  federal  organization  or  agency  do  you  represent? 


Enter  your  comments  below: 

GE-2  Our  experience  with  the  Air  Force  and  the  Air  National  Guard  In  the  State  of 

Oregon  has  been  that  the  personnel  do  not  always  abide  by  the  regulations  which 
specify  the  altitude  at  which  the  aircraft  are  to  fly.  As  a  consequence  Innocent 
persons  have  been  seriously  Injured  by  animals  “spooked'’  by  low-flying  aircraft. 
And  at  last  report  nothing  has  ever  been  done  to  compensate  the  Injured  parties 

This  Is  an  Instance  of  domestic  animals  adversely  affected  by  low-flying  * 

B I  - 1 7  I  aircraft  because  human  beings  were  Involved.  How  is  It  possible  to  measure  the 
[adverse  affects  that  low-flying  aircraft  have  on  wild  animals?  It  Is  extremely 
Important  If  the  human  race  Is  to  survive  that  a  balance  of  the  flora  and  fauna  Is 
maintained.  We  know  that  much  of  our  natural  habitat  has  been  disturbed  and 
destroyed  by  greed. 

As  an  arm  of  our  government  It  seems  that  the  Air  Force  should  be  aware  of 
its  responsibility  to  preserve  our  open  space  and  natural  habit.  The  so-catted 
enhancement  of  the  Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base  training  range  in  my  opinion  is 
destruction  of  our  natural  habitat  and  open  space  rather  than  preservation. 


It  Is  well  and  good  to  have  regulations  that  tpaclfy  certain  restrictions,  but 
0  what  process  Is  in  place  to  control  or  punish  personnel  who  do  not  abide  by  tho 
[regulations?.  The  Air  Force  has  been  much  In  the  news  lately  because  the 
commanding  officer’s  orders  have  not  been  followed.  How  can  we  be  sure  that  the 
commanding  officer’s  orders  be  obeyed  in  a  training  range  maneuver? 


Computer  Comment  Form 
Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho  Public  Hearing 
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Hello.  Please  use  the  mouse  or  arrow  keys  to  move  to  each  new  typing  area. 


Last  Name:  Meyr 
Address:  570  E  16"N 
CitytMountaln  Home 


First  Name-  Herbert 


What  private,  local,  state,  or  federal  organization  or  agency  do  you  represent? 
President  of  Idaho  Chapter  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  and  on  the 
board  of  the  Idaho  wildlife  council.  Retired  Lt  Col  of  USAF. 


Enter  your  comments  below: 


The  first  subject  is  the  F-111  history  of  MHAFB. 

1.  Most  low  level  training  In  F-111  was  done  on  low  level  routes  not  In  the  MOA. 

The  Owhyee  MOA  was  divided  Into  Owhyee  low  and  high  In  the  late  1970’s.  The 
majority  of  the  F-111  sorties  were  flown  In  Owhyee  Hi  at  10,000  feet  MSL  and 

__  above. 

The  elimination  of  MTR  VR  1301  and  VR  1302  Route  segments  was  really  no  change. 

TTie  Owhyee  low  lead  aircraft  use  the  entire  MOA  In  route  to  Saylor  Creek  Range. 

2.  Page  1-21  no  drop  targets  there  Is  no  description  of  simulated  weapon  deliveries 
l.e.  minimum  altitude,  air  speed,  and  noise  act  Paga  1-39  The  majority  of  time 

_  expended  over  use  of  the  ETI  is  just  the  return  flight  time  from  the  UTTR. 

3.  Supersonic  flight  was  not  part  of  the  defense  base  closure  and  realignment 
commission  recommendations. 

4.  Page  2-49;  Emitter  sites  •  Bl,  AV,  AQ.  BD,  AU,  Al,  AF,  AG,  should  not  be  used  in 
the  winter  or  spring  due  to  conflicts  with  sage  grouse.  Also,  ND-5,  NO-4,  ND-7, 
and  NO-8  are  In  critical  sage  grouse  habitat  or  next  to  It  and  should  not  be 

r  constructed  st  all.  Doing  any  of  the  above  violates  the  Idaho  sage  grouse 

I  recovery  plan. 

!  5.  Restricted  areas  are  needed  around  no  drop  targets  for  civilian  pilots 

P  identification.  The  no  drop  targets  at  Grassmeir  present  a  flight  safety  hazard 

l—  and  concentrate  the  noise  over  a  sensitive  wildlife  area. 

T.  MOA  modifications  -  The  expansion  of  Jacks  Creeks  is  not  covered  in  the 
environmental  analysis  no  biological  recreational  or  other  evaluation  has  been 

_  done.  See  Attachment  1  Jacks  Creek  Wilderness. 

7.  Page  2-67.  Composite  wing  training  30-40  aircraft  exercises  will  increase  from 
21  to  41  per  year.  The  DEIS  does  not  evaluate  the  effects  of  such  an  exercise 


over  tho  on  e  to  two  hour  period,  h  is  not  correct  to  average  the  noise  of  24  hrs 
and  supersonic  bombs  over  1  yr.  It  is  also  wrong  to  average  the  sorties  over  1  yr 
(260  flying  days)  See  page  2-67. 

8.  Page  2-72.  What  type  of  weapons  deliveries  will  be  done  on  tho  12,000  acre 
bombing  range?  If  5  percent  of  the  bombs  (320)  will  fall  outside  tho  300  aero 

_  Impact  site  how  will  the  cattle  raise  the  area? 

9.  Page  2-72.  Title:  Chaff  Flares  -  The  people  at  Duck  Valley  are  being  deceived. 
Chaff  use  will  Increase  30  to  55  percent  west  of  Duck  Valley  and  with  the 

_  prevailing  winds  the  chaff  will  end  up  on  the  reservation. 

10.  Page  2-74.  Laser  Activity  -  The  12,000  acre  target  area  is  to  small  to  safely  use 
the  combat  mode  of  laser  operations  according  to  many  document  on  the 

_  subject.  It  also  will  not  be  compatible  with  the  promised  grazing  operations. 

11.  Page  2-78.  The  ETI  Proposal  violates  the  mitigation  measure  In  the  table  to  2-3- 
16  for  wildlife  especially  sage  grouse  and  also  for  tho  640  acre  no  drop  site  next 

_  to  the  Bruneau  Canyon. 

12.  Page  2-80.  Table  2-13-16  010.  Expanding  the  MOA  just  moves  the  disturbance 
over  more  critical  wildlife  habitat  (big  horn  sheep)  and  the  Jacks  Creek 

_  Wilderness  study  arts  see  Attachment  1. 

13.  Page  3-82.  Just  because  no  drop  (ND-8)  and  the  emitter  sites  BK  and  AU  are 
alraady  developed  It  Is  not  an  axcusa  for  not  doing  a  biological  survey  of  the 
area  around  the  sites  out  to  at  least  one  mile  due  to  noise  and  human  Intrusion. 

The  area  around  ND-8  Is  aage  grouse  habitat  and  It  Is  not  a  good  site  for  the  5  acre 
emitter  site. 

14.  Page  3-122.  Clover  Butte  Is  critical  sage  grouse  habitat  since  almost  80  percent 
_  of  the  area  east  of  the  Bruneau  has  burned  over  the  last  10  years. 

15.  Pago  3-124.  The  640  acre  no  drop  site  Is  a  wintering  area  for  antelope  and  deer, 
__  plus  upland  game  birds.  No  biological  evaluation  was  completed  on  this  site. 

16.  Page  3-141.  33  sage  grouse  at  Clover  Butte  equals  15  to  20  percent  of  the 
population  east  of  the  Bruneau  River  and  ara  critical  to  sage  grouse  recovery  In 
that  area.  The  no  drop  target  and  the  emitter  site  near  Clover  Butts  violate  the 

_  Idaho  sage  grouse  recovery  plan.  Also  aee  page  3-186. 

17.  Page  3-149.  Table  3.8-16.  The  number  of  big  horn  sheep  were  only  surveyed  in 
“  pari  of  the  drainage's.  Big  horn  sheep  have  migrated  as  far  as  Castle  Creek  and 

Reynolds  Creek  from  the  little  Jack's  area.  Most  big  horn  sheep  surveys 
concentrated  on  Ewe  lamb  ratios  not  population  total. 

Te.  Page  3-1 54.  Mule  deer  wintering  areas  and  the  numbers  using  It  from  Nevada 
depends  on  how  severe  the  winter  has  been.  By  February  most  deer  probably 
_  move  back  to  Nevada. 

19.  Page  3-156.  Elk  are  already  using  ROI  two  from  Nevada. 

Zb.  Page  3-1 57and1 58.  The  draft  EIS  Is  not  complete  these  surveys  for  deer  and 
“  antelope  will  not  completed  until  the  winter  of  1997. 

21.  Page  3-166.  Upland  Game  Birds.  Of  the  mourning  dovo  is  a  migratory  bird. 

22.  Page  3-169  Table  3.8-6.  The  Owhyee  River  supports  a  large  population  of 

Canada  geese  also  water  birds  are  concentrated  on  alt  tho  lakes  and  ponds  In 
the  area  not  just  Duck  Valley. _ _ 
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3.  Page  3*214.  Of  the  nature  conservancy  owns  and  manages  the  45  ranch  of  the 
south  fork  of  the  Owyhee  River  for  big  horn  sheep  and  other  wildlife.  The  ranch 
is  occupied  year  round.  A  buffer  zone  is  needed  around  and  over  the  ranch  to 
reduce  disturbance  and  to  protect  property  values.  No  supersonic  or  low 
altitude  should  be  allowed!  The  same  is  true  of  the  ranch  at  Clover  Crossing 
owned  by  the  Bachman.  Private  property  and  year  round  residents  In  the 
-  Grassmeir  area  and  Three  Creek  need  to  be  avoided  and  imitiqated  just  like  Duck 
Valley. 

i.  Page  3-232.  A  NCA  is  being  proposed  for  the  Owyhee  Canyon  Lands  and  the 
Bruneau  Jarbige  area.  It  is  In  draft  form  at  the  Dept  of  Interior  In  Washington 
D.C.  See  attachment  2  Titled:  The  Owyhee  Canyon  Lands  Nation  Conservation 

.  Area. 

5.  Page  3*235.  ACECs  for  big  horn  sheep  -  No  midigatlon  Is  proposed  to  avoid 
these  areas  during  lamming  season  recommend  noise  levels  be  kept  below  95 
_  decibels  and  no  supersonic  flight 

5.  Page  3-241.  There  is  no  discussion  of  the  centennial  trail  and  its  use. 
f.  Page  4-7.  The  proposed  restricted  area  around  the  12,000  acre  drop  site  is  too 
.  smal1  and  9[v«s  private  pilots  a  false  sense  of  security,  which  Is  a  flight  safety 
.  hazard  In  the  making. 

j.  Page  4*11,13.  Table  4.2*1  a  and  4.2-1  b  -  Noise  levels  used  for  fighter  aircraft  are 
for  cruising  on  MTRs  not  for  aircraft  maneuvering  In  MOA.  Example,  a  F-16  in 
MOA  should  generate  approximately  111  decibels  at  1,000  feet  not  97  as  shown. 
This  discrepancy  makes  the  noise  analysis  and  the  hole  DEIS  worthless.  See 

.  attachment  3.  Title:  F*16  SELs  AS  A  FUNCTION  OF  SLANT  RANGE. 

>.  Page  4-11.  Of  the  statement  of  95  decibels  is  the  startle  response  threshold  for 
wildlife  Is  contained  in  what  11*  Air  Force  document?  This  document  should  be 
.  available  to  the  public. 

).  Page  4-15.  Of  the  conditions  3  and  4  are  not  acceptable  over  the  Jarbige  and 
Bruneau  Rivers,  sage  grouse  while  wintering  and  nesting  and  private  property. 

.  The  640  acre  site  is  too  close  to  the  Bruneau  River  and  will  create  condition  4. 

I.  Page  4-27.  The  use  of  diesel  generators  is  unacceptable  next  to  sage  grouse 
_  habitat  and  violates  the  Idaho  recovery  plan. 

t.  Page  4-31.  Table  4.2-4.  Averaging  sonic  bombs  of  1  yr  does  not  tell  you 
anything  or  show  the  environmental  effects.  How  many  sonic  bombs  over  a  1  to 
.  2  hr  period  during  a  large  combat  exercise  Is  better?  Also,  super  sonic  bombs 
may  be  more  harmful  on  wildlife  on  certain  times  of  the  year.  For  example: 

_  sage  grouse  during  breeding  and  nesting. 

}.  Page  4-100.  The  wrong  figure  fighter  aircraft  was  used  In  this  illustration.  F-16 
maneuvering  in  the  MOA  has  500  to  1000  ft  should  generate  approximately  110 
_  decibels.  See  attachment  3. 

I.  Page  4-108.  Last  paragraph.  Studies  on  sage  grouse  and  aircraft  noise  need  to 
be  done  before  the  final  EIS  is  completed.  Clover  Butte  and  Grassmler  are 
critical  sage  grouse  habitat  for  wintering  and  nesting.  Many  of  the  no  drop 
targets  and  emitter  sites  violate  the  two  mile  buffer  zone  rule  for  sage  grouse 
.  discussed  in  this  document. 
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5.  Page  4-11.  We  are  not  talking  about  low  levels  of  aircraft  noise,  but  exposure  to 
noise  from  100  to  116  decibels  at  500  ft.  There  Is  enough  visual  observation 
throughout  the  years  that  shows  big  horn  sheep  are  disturbed  by  this  extreme 
.  noise  and  in  some  cases  moved  to  less  desirable  habitat. 

5.  Page  4-1 31 .  Title:  Noise  -  If  the  effect  of  long  term  exposure  to  over  flights  on 
game  birds  has  not  been  investigated  or  is  unknown  a  study  is  required  before 
the  final  EIS.  You  can  not  just  say  “Impacts  would  remain  the  same  when  over 
.  flights  would  increase". 

7.  Page  4-141.  If  500  meters  is  the  recommended  avoidance  of  rapture  species 
while  nesting,  then  this  should  be  part  of  the  mitigation  for  wildlife  In  the  draft 
EIS.  Also,  note  If  sonic  bombs  generate  111  -151  decibels,  what  Is  the  effect  on 
_  the  nesting  sage  grouse? 

3.  Section  4.11  Title:  Recreations  and  Visual  Resources.  No  acceptable  mitigation 
is  proposed  for  low  level  and  supersonic  flights  over  the  rivers  during  the 
floating  season  or  over  the  WSAs  during  prime  recreational  use. 

).  The  draft  EIS  on  the  ETI  proposal  is  incomplete  and  deceiving.  The  BLM  should 
reject  this  document  as  an  acceptable  environmental  analysis  of  the  supersonic 
high  threat  battle  field  being  proposed.  The  only  option  acceptable  to  the 
organizations  I  represent  Is  alternative  A  the  NO  ACTION  ALTERNATIVE. 


Herbert  C.  Meyr 
Lt  Col  USAF  (Retired) 


000293 


00C293 


Computer  Comment  Form 
Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho  Public  Hearing 


Last  Name:  shultz  First  Name:  lisa 

Address:  6836  Freemont 

City:  Boise  Slate:  ID  Zip:  83704 

What  private,  local,  state,  or  federal  organization  or  agency  do  you  represent? 

Myself!!!! 

My  position  is  that  you  have  not  convinced  me  that  this  training  range  is  necessary!!  I  love 
the  Canyonlands.  I  have  lived  in  Idhao  off  and  on  since  1981.  I  have  enjoyed  the 
solitude  of  the  desert  and  would  be  very  sad  if  it  were  no  longer  available. 

Aside  from  the  emtional  arguments,  I  am  concerned  that  you  are  in  violation  of  the 
National  Environmental  Policy  Act  with  the  DEIS  and  its  deficiencies  you  have  failed  to 
comply  with  the  letter  of  the  law.  As  a  private  citizen,  if  I  had  violated  the  law.  I  would  be 
DP-4  fined  or  imprisoned  -  what  happens  to  you?  You  were  told  by  a  Federal  District  Court 
Judge  to  study  this  thing  on  a  cumulative  basis.  You  have  not  done  that.  You  have 
fragmented,  and  pieced  the  information  out  in  a  way  that  suits  your  selfish  agenda  to  have 
Jhe  dassiest  military  playground  in  the  world. 

[What  assurances  can  you  give  us  thal  if  given  the  go-ahead,  other  branches  of  the  military 
PR-23 1  and  or  for'9n  armed  forces  won't  come  here  and  ride  rough  shod  over  any  and  all 

I  promises  you  may  make  regarding  low-level  flight  excercises.  supersonic  flight,  airspace, 
[_etc.... 

PR-17 1  What  about  the  FAA ' do  y°u  anticipate  that  your  will  be  automatically  given  approval  for 
[jill  of  this?  I  suppose  so  since  you  ar  all  part  of  the  same  team. 

And  another  real  concern  l  have,  ammong  others,  is  that  your  timeline  is  crazy'!  In  your 
presentation  you  state  that  you  plan  to  release  the  final  EIS  in  September!!!  Is  it  already 
PR-16  printed  and  sittin9  in  a  warewhouse  somewhere?  You  really  don't  give  a  hoot  what 

concerns  are  raised  by  the  public  •  this  is  obvious  since  you  feel  that  you  can  deal  with  all 
oour  concerns  and  then  publish  the  final  EIS  in  a  matter  of  weeks.  What  do  you  take  us 
_for? 

B  j.  12  |  ^ne  last  tb'n9-  'n  the  DEIS,  you  said  that  you  would  not  be  conducting  the  biological  study 
[on  some  of  the  BIG  GAME  -  wildlife  -  unit!  the  winter  of  1997.  If  that  is  part  of  the  DEIS. 


then  how  can  you  call  it  complete  as  of  September  of  1997????  AM  I  MISSING 
SOMETHING?  How  can  you  call  something  complete  when  it's  NOT  FINISHED? 

Please  rethink  this  thing!  Don’t  spend  another  dollar  of  tax  payer’s  hard  earned  money  on 
this  futile  process! 

Also,  please  consider  extending  the  public  comment  period.  If  you  are  really  serious 
about  public  involvement  in  this  process,  it  is  imperative  that  more  time  be  allowed.  People 
that  work  for  a  living  don't  have  time  to  carefullly  read  and  resond  to  such  a  thick 
document  in  a  matter  of  90  days'!! 

Thank  you.  An  please,  if  you  need  to,  look  up  the  meaning  of  the  work  NO  in  the 
WEBSTER'S  DICTiONARY> 
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PN-1 
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Computer  Comment  Form 
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Computer  Comment  Form 
Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho  Public  Hearing 


00G2S3 


Hello,  Pleas*  use  the  mouse  or  arrow  keys  to  move  to  each  new  typing  area. 


Hello.  Please  use  the  mouse  or  arrow  keys  to  move  to  each  new  typing  area. 


06/12/97 

Last  Name:mckinney  First  Name:jonnah 

Address:  po.box  484 

CityrOWYHEE  State:owyhee  n,v  Zip89832: 

What  private,  local,  state,  or  federal  organization  or  agency  do  you  represent? 


Enter  your  comments  now;  when  you  are  done,  press  the  tab  key  or  arrow  keys: 

My  name  is  Jonnah  McKinney.  I  am  not  from  the  Shoshone-Pauite  tribe  but  I  live  here 
for  1 1  years  now  and  my  friend  always  coming  to  school  and  saying  that  when  the  bomb 
out  there  little  parts  of  coals  of  fire  are  going  on  their  grass  and  everyday  at  night  they 
have  to  wet  their  grass  because  their  grass  does  not  have  to  get  on  fire.  Their  cows 
always  get  scared,  and  at  my  house  they  shake  my  windows  at  daytime  in  the  jets  scares 
me  and  it  disturbs  us  at  night  or  daytime,  and  why  are  they  trying  to  bomb  as  they  should 
practice  somewhere  else.  They  should  buy  a  land  and  bomb  that. 


TO  SAVE  YOUR  COMMENT; 

•  Press  F12,  then 

•  Typ*  In  the  first  6  letters  of  your  last  name,  and  the  first  2  letters  of  your  first 
name. 

•  To  print  click  on  the  printer  Icon  shown  above. 


06/12/97 

Last  gibson  First  Nameamanda 

Address:  poxbox27 

City:  owyhee  State:  nv  ZJp:89832 

What  private,  local,  state,  or  federal  organization  or  agency  do  you  represent? 


Enter  your  comments  now;  when  you  are  done,  press  the  tab  key  or  arrow  keys: 

GE-1  My  name  Is  Amanda  Gibson,  I  am  from  Owyhee  NV.  I’m  a  member  of  the  Sho-pau  tribe. 

I  don’t  like  the  way  you  guys  thank  this  is  your  land.  I  don’t  like  the  way  you  scare  me  and 
my  friends.  I  hate  it  when  you  brake  the  windows  and  walls.  I  don't  like  it  when  you 
bother  our  sacred  sites.  I  don’t  like  what  you  are  practicing,  I  think  you  are  practicing  too 
close. 


TO  SAVE  YOUR  COMMENT: 

•  Press  F12,  then 

•  Type  in  the  first  6  letters  of  your  last  name,  and  the  first  2  letters  of  your  first 
name. 

•  To  print,  click  on  the  printer  icon  shown  above. 


Comm-frm  1 
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Computer  Comment  Form 
Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho  Public  Hearing 

Hello.  Please  use  the  tab  key  or  arrow  keys  to  move  to  each  new  typing  area. 


06/12/97 

Last  Name;  jones  First  Name:  shannon 

Address:  4604  Maplewood 

City:  Boise  State:  Idaho  83703 

What  private,  local,  state,  or  federal  organization  or  agency  do  you  represent? 
None 


Enter  your  comments  now;  when  you  are  done,  press  the  tab  key  or  arrow  keys: 

I  support  no  enhancement  qf  the  bombing  range.  No  enlargement,  no  additional 
training  flights,  i  support  Alternative  A.  No  Action. 

I  am  an  Idaho  native.  I  am  43  years  old  and  I  have  voted  at  every  election.  I  am 
active  in  both  my  church,  my  eity  and  my  environment.  I  have  enjoyed  an  active 
outdoor  lifestyle.  I  am  aware  that  the  Big  Horn  Sheep  population  has  diminished 
and  in  addition  I  am  aware  that  Sage  Grouse  population  is  seriously  declining. 

I  do  not  believe  that  the  Airforce  has  proven  a  need  for  an  enhanced  training  range. 
J.also  am  aware  that  the  Airforce  has  not  complied  with  Judge  Lodge’s  ruling  to  do 
a  combined  EIS.  The  Airforce’s  own  General  has  stated  on  record  that  there  Is  no 
_need  for  additional  training  facilities. 

I  do  not  believe  the  benefits  of  this  Airforce  project  outweigh  the  negative  impact. 
On  Saturday,  June  7, 1997  while  In  the  Owhyee  desert  I  counted  12  sonic  booms  In 
a  three  hour  period.  I  believe  this  is  detrimental .  On  a  nine  mile  hike  near  Castle 
Creek  Allotment  In  this  same  area  J  picked  up  enough  Chaff  to  fill  a  regular  small 
size  baggie.  In  addition  I  do  not  want  to  see  any  additional  roads  built  to  provide 
access  to  training  projects  and  I  do  not  want  to  see  the  public  lands  fenced  to 
provide  private  use  for  the  Airforce.  No  action.  No  enhancement. 

Thank  you  . 


Comnvfrm  1 


gibsona  1 
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Computer  Comment  Form 
Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho  Public  Hearing 

Hello.  Please  use  the  tab  key  or  arrow  keys  to  move  to  each  new  typing  area. 

—  -  -  -  - - - -  - - .  ■  '  . ■  . . ■  ■  ■  "  - 

06/12/97 

Last  Name:  Moore  First  Name:  Gary 

Address:  4278  Old  Valley  Hwy 

City:  Eagle  State:  Idaho  Zip:  83616 

What  private,  local,  state,  or  federal  organization  or  agency  do  you  represent? 

none  I  am  a  concerned  citizen  and  taxpayer _ 

Enter  your  comments  now;  when  you  are  done,  press  the  tab  key  or  arrow  keys: 

GE-1  I  am  In  favor  of  the  no  action  alternative.  There  are  many  reasons  for  this  belief  and 
position.  I  have  heard  many  others  during  the  hearings  speak  of  these  In  many 
different  ways.  There  Is  no  point  In  repeating  these.  I  have  been  against  the 
expansion  of  the  existing  training  from  the  beginning  of  the  public  dialog  and  I 
remain  so  today 


TO  SAVE  YOUR  COMMENT: 

•  Press  F12,  then 

• .  Type  in  the  first  6  letters  of  your  last  name,  and  the  first  2  letters  of  your  first 
name. 

To  print,  click  on  the  printer  Icon 


Moorega  1 
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Computer  Comment  Form 
Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho  Public  Hearing 


Hello.  Please  use  the  tab  key  or  arrow  keys  to  move  to  each  new  typing  area. 


Computer  Comment  Form 
Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho  Public  Hearing 

Hello.  Please  uso  the  tab  key  or  arrow  keys  to  move  to  each  new  typing  area 
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Last  Name:  REHMEYER 
Address:  2404  MADISON 
City:  BOISE  State:  IDAHO 


First  Name-  JAMES 


What  private,  local,  state,  or  federal  organization  or  agency  do  you  represent? 

I  represent  all  myself  and  all  people  that  enjoy  the  outdoors  and  do  not  want  the  the 
habitat  destroyed. _ 

Enter  your  comments  now;  when  you  are  done,  press  the  tab  key  or  arrow  keys: 

This  idea  of  increasing  the  size  of  this  bombing  range  is  totally  out  of  the  question. 
There  millions  of  small  and  large  animats  that  will  suffer  from  this.  I  enjoy  the  area  and 
enjoying  hiking  and  viewing  the  wildlife  out  in  the  Owyhee’s.  If  more  land  is  needed  for 
this  bombing,  the  land  should  be  taken  from  areas  where  there  is  not  going  to  be  any 
creatures  suffering,  The  sounds  from  these  planes  is  just  too  loud  and  it  is  harmful  to  the 
animals.  This  land  is  too  precious  to  be  used  for  this  bombing  range. 

This  land  is  the  ONLY  land  in  Idaho  that  supports  a  population  of  California 
Big  Horn  Sheep.  This  resource  along  with  the  large  numbers  of  deer  and  antelope  should 
not  be  disturbed,  t  think  that  this  land  belongs  to  the  people,  the  people  that  pay  taxes. 
This  cannot  be  taken  away  from  us!  If  more  practice  is  needed,  more  simulated  practice 
techniques  should  be  developed. 


Last  Name:  Milter  First  Name:  Doug 

Address:  2404  Madison 

City:  Boise  STATE:  Idaho  ZIP;  52802 

What  private,  local,  state,  or  federal  organization  or  agency  do  you  represent? 
Myself  and  all  who  enjoy  the  outdoors 


Enter  your  comments  now;  when  you  are  done,  press  the  tab  key  or  arrow  keys: 
GE-1  I  have  lived  in  Idaho  for  approx.  4  years.  I  have  dedicated  the  majority  of  my  life  to  the 
outdoors  and  the  preservation  of  wildlife.  My  understanding  of  this  proposal,  is  that  there 
will  be  a  considerable  anount  of  land  taken  over  by  the  testing  of  bombing.  This  will 
obviously  destroy  habitat,  wildlife  and  our  environment. 

Why  don't  we  device  an  alternative  plan.  Which  does  not  destroy  our  lands. 


Press  F12,  then 

Type  In  the  first  6  letters  of  your  last  name,  and  the  first  2  letters  of  your  first 
name. 


Please  Save  our  land  and  animals  from  this  abuse!!!!! 


To  print,  click  on  the  printer  Icon 


Type  In  the  first  6  letters  of  your  last  name,  and  the  first  2  letters  of  your  first 
name. 


000304 


Computer  Comment  Form 
Enhanced  Training  In  Idaho  Public  Hearing 


Hello.  Please  use  the  tab  key  or  arrow  keys  to  move  to  each  new  typing  area. 


GE-2  Last  Name:  McNeely 

Address:  4518  Jewell  St 

City:  Boise  State:  ID 


First  Name:  Alan 


What  private,  local,  state,  or  federal  organization  or  agency  do  you  represent? 


Enter  your  comments  now;  when  you  are  done,  press  the  tab  key  or  arrow  keys: 

in  the  EIS  the  part  considering  sound  was  nol  properly  done.  The  sound  foot  prints 
during  sub  sonic  and  super  sonic  flight  are  much  larger  during  banking  of  aircraft  This 
was  not  taken  Into  account.  Also,  the  sound  data  assumes  25  db  attenuation  by  buildings 
which  do  not  exist  in  this  area.  Most  people  and  none  of  the  animats  will  be  in  buildings 
The  bases  for  the  sound  data  compares  aircraft  noise  to  city  noise  when  determining  the 
degree  of  anoyance.  No  city  noise  exist  out  here  the  data  should  have  been  compared  to 
near  silence. 

Considering  the  effect  of  the  aircraft  noise  on  big  horn  sheep.  Data  unfavorable  to  the 
Air  Force's  position  was  omitted  from  the  EIS.  The  Fish  and  Games  data  of  the  same 
study  at  the  same  time  include  four  passes  by  aircraft.  On  the  fourth  pass  the  sheep  are 
“scared  out  of  the  Deep  Creek  drainage  which  is  the  highest  level  of  stress  they  can 
express.  Since  this  is  a  important  area  for  them  I  can't  believe  the  sheep  can  exist  with 
the  training  range  at  west  Grasmere.  It  was  very  dishonest  of  the  Air  Force  to  not  include 
the  whole  study  in  the  EIS.  It  is  the  moral  equivalent  of  lying. 

The  complete  data  has  been  hidden  from  the  public  by  the  Air  Force.  It  was  made 
available  by  the  Idaho  Fish  and  Game  who  was  present  at  the  time. 

Clover  Butte  site  is  the  wintering  area  for  one-third  of  the  sage  grouse  on  the  east  side 
of  the  Bruneau  River.  This  is  a  valuable  resource  and  should  not  be  wiped  out. 

The  only  remaining  site  is  too  near  the  Three  Creek  area  and  Castleford  area  to  allow 
this  much  noise.  This  would  be  apparent  if  the  data  concerning  the  aircraft  noise  was 
properly  compiled  and  honestly  presented.  Although  this  site  is  a  much  better  target  area 
than  either  of  the  two.  Last  Fall  windows  were  broken  in  Castleford  by  a  low  level  aircraft. 
91B. 
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Hello.  Please  use  the  tab  key  or  arrow  keys  to  move  to  each  new  typing  area. 


06/12/97 


06/12/97 


Last  Name:  morgan 

First  Name:  julie 

Address:  1661  Dewey  St. 

City:  Boise  State:  ID  Zip:  03702 


GE-2  Last  Name:  Marcum  First 

Name:Pamela 

Address:1 003  Strawberry  Lane 


What  private,  local,  state,  or  federal  organization  or  agency  do  you  represent? 
GE-1  Member,  ICL.  Member  C.l.D 

The  Owyhee  region  is  one  of  the  most  spectacular  areas  I've  visited  in  the  world,  t  am 
constantly  amazed  as  I  explore  the  desert,  canyons,  and  mountains  in  the  area. 
However,  this  is  not  the  most  important  aspect  of  the  Owyhees.  The  plant  and  animal  life 
which  exists  in  the  area  deserves  to  be  preserved.  The  proposed  bombing  range  will  not 
allow  this  to  happen.  With  these  factors  in  mind,  I  submit  that  the  proposed  bombing 
range  is  neither  necessary  nor  ethical. 


City:  Boise  State:  ID  Zip:83712 

What  private,  local,  state,  or  federal  organization  or  agency  do  you  represent? 
Committee  for  Idaho’s  High  Desert 


Enter  your  comments  now;  when  you  are  done,  press  the  tab  key  or  arrow  keys: 

PN-2 

PN-1  ^he  Air  Force  has  not  proven  there  exists  a  need  for  the  ETilfThe  uj  and  NV  ranges  a 
close  enough  for  this  expanded  training  torMHAFBlfAn  auditor’s  report  completed  in 
1995  concluded  that  additional  training  in  Idaho  was  not  necessarylThe  cost  benefit 
PN-9  [[analysis  used  to  justify  the  Idaho  ETI  was  not  valid.  ^  ^ 

Existing  ranges  are  not  underutilized  due  to  current  AF  downsizing. 


n  [The  noise  analysis  in  the  EIS  is  not  valid.  It  needs  to  be  conducted  in  non-urban  areas. 
|^jhe  sounds  0f  sonic  booms  and  low  flying  aircraft  would  ruin  the  solitude  and  serenity 
I  pursue  in  this  area. 


As  Sen.  Reid  has  said,  the  military  has  90%  of  the  air  space  in  NV  already,  and  enough  is 
enough.  No  more  land  grab  by  the  Air  Force,  especially  since  there  is  absolutely  no  need 
for  this  ETI.  _ 


TO  SAVE  YOUR  COMMENT: 

•  Press  F12, then 

•  Type  in  the  first  6  letters  of  your  last  name,  and  the  first  2  letters  of  your  first 
name. 
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Hello.  Please  use  the  tab  key  or  arrow  keys  to  move  to  each  new  typing  area. 


06/12/97 

Last  Name:  Jones  First  Name:  Jessie 

Address:  p.o.  box  374 

City:  Owyhee  State:  Nevada  Zip:  89832 

What  private,  local,  state,  or  federal  organization  or  agency  do  you  represent? 

GE- 1  Duck  Valley  Indian  Reservation 

l  have  lived  in  the  Duck  Valley  Reservation  my  whole  life  and  I  feel  that  it  is  wrong  to  have 
a  bombing  range  in  the  Reservation,  because  Just  think  about  the  people  that  are  living  in 
that  area.  And  if  there  is  ever  a  war  the  boming  range  is  the  first  thing  that  will  probally 
will  be  bombed  first  and  would  if  you  lived  there  and  there  was  a  bombing  range  how 
would  you  like  it  if  we  were  to  bomb  you? 


06/12/97 

GE-2  Last  Name:  Laverty  First  Name:  Kent 

Address:  10492  Summerwind 
City:  Boise  State:  ID  Zip:  83704 

What  private,  local,  state,  or  federal  organization  or  agency  do  you  represent? 

I  work  for  the  Idaho  Wildlife  Federation  representing  over  5000  members  and 
affiliated  club  members,  but  my  comments  are  also  my  own  as  an  individual.  Our 
membership  and  the  individual  clubs  whom  we  represent  oppose  the  alternative  presented 
and  favor  the  no  action  alternative. 


Enter  your  comments  now;  when  you  are  done,  press  the  tab  key  or  arrow  keys: 

I  support  the  no  action  alternative  in  this  EIS.  I  am  a  native  Idahoan  and  and  a  7  year 
resident  of  Boise.  I  am  concerned  about  the  impacts  of  noise  on  mule  deer,  bighorn 
[sheep,  antelope,  and  sage  grouse.  I  have  reviewed  the  EIS,  and  the  Air  Force  has  no 
I  mitigation  for  impacts  on  sage  grouse  populations.  The  Air  Force  has  not  done  any  noise 
BI-18  studies  on  the  impacts  of  sage  grouse  teks,  and  the  areas  targeted  are  important  sage 
1  grouse  areas  with  healthy  populations  relative  to  the  decline  in  the  rest  of  the  State. 

Bighorn  sheep  exist  in  the  Jacks  Creek  area  and  have  not  been  subject  to  flyovers,  and 
therefore  are  the  only  population  of  bighorns  that  have  not  been  impacted  by  noise.  I 
vehemently  oppose  any  increase  in  Air  Force  activity  over  this  area 


PN-1 


The  Air  Force  frankly  admits  that  this  range  would  be  a  convenience,  not  an  absolute  need 
for  either  the  Composite  Wing  or  Mtn.  Home  Air  Force.  I  have  heard  the  Wing 
Commander  has  said  that  Mtn  Home  Air  Base  is  the  most  combat  ready  unit  anywhere  in 
the  world.  Why  then  should  the  public  support  increased  flyovers  over  an  area  as. 
sensitive  as  Little  Jacks  Creek  or  Clover  Butte.  Why  should  we  accept  the  establishment 
of  a  high-tech,  supersonic  battlefield  in  one  of  the  most  unique  ecosystems  left  in  the 
lower  48  states?' 


Why  should  recreationists,  native  americans,  hunters,  fishermen,  floaters,  hikers,  and 
those  seeking  solitude  have  to  battle  with  the  defenders  of  their  own  country?  I  fait  to  see 
the  logic. 


Jones 

I  - 


Laverty 
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Hello.  Please  use  the  tab  key  or  arrow  keys  to  move  to  each  new  typing  area. 


Last  Name:  Couchum 
Address-  P.O.  Box  208 
City:  Owyhee 


First  Name:  Carol 


What  private,  local,  state,  or  federal  organization  or  agency  do  you  represent? 

_ Duck  Valley  Indian  Reservation  -  Concerned  CitizenFTeacher _ 

Enter  your  comments  now;  when  you  are  done,  press  the  tab  key  or  arrow  keys: 

In  order  to  maintain  our  peaceful  way  of  life.  I  am  opposed  to  an  expansion  of  the 
present  Air  Force  Training  Range  There  are  very  few  natural  environments  in  this  world, 
and  our  reservation/community  is  one  of  these  few  areas.  The  people  in  our  community 
are  humans  too,  and  just  because  were  live  in  a  desolate  area  does  not  mean  we  are  a 
free  target  for  the  Air  Force  Base.  We  are  Indigenous  to  this  land  and  have  the  right  to 
live  in  peace  and  harmony. 


Last  Name  Jones  First  Name  Tonia 

Address  P.O  Box 

City:Owyhee  SUteNv. 

Zip  89832 

What  private,  local,  state,  or  federal  organization  or  agency  do  you  represent? 
Duck  Valley  Indian  Reservation  -  Concerned  student 


Enter  your  comments  now;  when  you  are  done,  press  the  tab  key  or  arrow  keys: 

I  think  that  it  is  wrong  to  have  a  bombing  range  in  my  hometown,  because  of  all  the  air 
craft  practice  Just  because  our  reservation  is  little  you  people  don't  have  to  put  a 
bombing  range  right  in  the  middle  of  our  little  rez.  Pul  it  this  way  how  would  you  like  it  if 
our  reservation  wanted  to  put  a  bombing  range  where  ever  you  live!!! 


•  Press  F12,  then 

•  Type  In  the  first  6  letters  of  your  last  name,  and  the  first  2  letters  of  your  First 


To  print,  click  on  the  printer  Icon  shown  above. 


TO  SAVE  YOUR  COMMENT: 


*  Press  F12,  then 


•  Type  In  the  first  6  letters  of  your  last  name,  and  the  first  2  letters  of  your  first 


•  To  print  click  on  the  printer  Icon  shown  above. 
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Hello.  Please  use  the  tab  key  or  arrow  keys  to  move  to  each  new  typing  area. 
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Last  Name:  Thomas 

Address:  P.O.  Box  208 
City:  Owyhee 


First  Name:  Andrea 


What  private,  local,  state,  or  federal  organization  or  agency  do  you  represent? 

_ Duck  Valley  Indian  Reservation  -  Concerned  student _ 

Enter  your  comments  now;  when  you  are  done,  press  the  tab  key  or  arrow  keys: 

I’m  against  the  bombing  range  because  it  is  very  disturbing  to  hear  the  loud  sonic 
booms  when  you  are  trying  to  relax  at  home.  Just  think  if  you  had  to  sit  at  your  home  and 
be  disturbed  by  loud  booms  that  wouldn't  be  very  peaceful.  Just  because  wo  are  isolated 
doesn’t  mean  that  people  aren't  there  to  be  disturbed.  Just  because  us  guys  aren’t  in 
the  big  city  doesn’t  mean  that  it  is  ok  to  disturb  us. 


TO  SAVE  YOUR  COMMENT: 

•  Press  F12,  then 

•  Type  In  the  first  6  letters  of  your  last  name,  and  the  first  2  letters  of  your  first 


To  print,  click  on  the  printer  Icon 


Last  Name:  Hanchor 
Address:  P.O.  Box  3G5 


What  private,  tocal,  stata,  or  federal  organization  or  agency  do  you  represent? 
Duck  Valley  Indian  reservation  -Concerened  Student 


WELL  IM  AGAINTS  THE  BOMBING  RANGE.  1  FEEL  THAT  IT  IS  VERY  WRONG  WHAT 
THE  AIRFORCE  IS  DOING!  THEY  SEEM  THAT  THEY  DONT  THINK  ABOUT  WHAT 
WILDLIFE  IS  THERE  AND  HOW  8EUTIFUL  IT  IS  DOWN  IN  OWYHEE.  THEY  SEEM 
THEY  DONT  GIVE  A  HOOT  ABOUT  THE  PEOPLE  EITHER.  THEY  ARE  JUST  RUINING 
MOTHER  EARTH.  THE  INOIAN  PEOPLE  THERE  ARE  VERY  RESPECTFUL  TO  THE 
LAND  AND  ANIMALS.  I  DONT  UNDERSTAND  WHY  THEY  HAD  TO  PICK  OUR 
RESERVATION  .  WE  ARE  PEOPLE  TO.  WE  LIVE  AND  EAT  THE  SAME  THING  YOU 
ALL  EAT.  HOW  WOULD  YOU  FEEL  IF  WE  WENT  OVER  TO  YOU  AND  BOMBED  YOUR 
CITY  OR  LAND?  THE  BOMBING  RANGE  IS  REAL  LOUD  AND  CAN  DISTURB  THE 
WILDLIFE  THAT  LIVE  IN  OUR  RESERVATION.  WE  ARE  NOT  A  FREE  TARGET  JUST 
BECAUSE  YOU  THINK  THERE  IS  NO  LIFE  IN  OUR  REZ.  THAT  GIVES  YOU  KNOW 
RIGHT  TO  DISTURB  US  IN  OUR  PEACEFUL  WAY  OF  LIFE. 
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06/12/97 

Last  Name:  Dodson  First  Name:  Guy 

Address:  P.o.  Box  428 

City:  Owyhee  State:  N.V  Zip:  89832 

What  private,  local,  state,  or  federal  organization  or  agency  do  you  represent? 
Owyhee  Indian  Reservation-Conserened  Student 


COMMENTS: 

GE-1  1  don't  think  you  need  to  bomb  around  the  Owyhee  Area.  Because  when  the  Jets  go  over 
our  Houses  they  make  loud  Sonic  Booms.  They  Wake  up  young  children  then  they  start  to 
cry.  Then  they  scare  me  and  everyone  else  on  the  land.  Then  you  scare  our  dinner  away 
in  the  Mountains.  I  SAY  NO  TO  THE  BOMBING  RANGE  IN  THE  OWYHEE.  NO. 


Dodson  1 


000322 

using  some  extra  gas  rather  than  pursuing  bureaucratic  exercises  tike  this  ill-fated 
proposal  at  great  public  expense. 


TO  SAVE  YOUR  COMMENT: 

•  Press  FI 2,  then 

•  Type  in  the  first  6  letters  of  your  last  name,  and  the  first  2  letters  of  your  first 
name. 

•  To  print,  click  on  the  printer  icon  shown  above. 
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Computer  Comment  Form 
Enhanced  Training  In  Idaho  Public  Hearing 

Hello.  Please  use  the  tab  key  or  arrow  keys  to  move  to  each  new  typing  area. 


06/12/97 

Last  Name:Goodnight  First  Name:  William 

Address:  1014  E.  Franklin 

City:  Boise  State:  Idaho  Zip:  83712 

What  private,  local,  state,  or  federal  organization  or  agency  do  you  represent? 
None 


Enter  your  comments  now;  when  you  are  done,  press  the  tab  key  or  arrow  keys: 

GE-1  The  proposals  for  expanded  training  range  in  Owyhee  County  come  about  from  an 

uninformed  attitude  that  the  solitude  and  desolation  of  the  area  relegate  it  to  little  worth  or 
useful  purpose  other  than  military  applications  This  is  an  uninformed  and  errant  attitude 
regarding  areas  of  such  a  primative  nature, 

If  realistic  training  is  the  object  of  an  expanded  Owyhee  County  training  range,  where  is 
the  realism  associated  with  training  without  travel,  anticipation,  refueling,  etc.  The  realism 
associated  with  instant  access  to  the  battlefield  escapes  me.  Options  exist  for  •realistic’ 
training  which  involve  travel.  In  fact,  the  purpose  of  expanded  training  facilities  in  Owyhee 
County  is  economics. 

White  comprimise  is  touted  as  the  hallmark  of  this  proposal,  the  only  true  comprimise 
associated  with  training  proposals  are  to  leave  unaltered,  remote  areas  where  the  public 
can  find  tranquility  ,  peace  and  high  quality  recreation  unaltered  and  continue  to 
emphasize  training  in  those  areas  currently  rendered  unusable  by  the  public  for  such 
purposes. 

I  am  not  interested  in  subsidizing  the  Air  Force  budget  by  providing  'efficient*  training  at 
the  expense  of  my  well-being. 

As  a  four-year  military  veteran,  I  fail  to  see  the  logic  in  claiming  to  protect  our  country  by 
diminishing  its  very  quality.  I  am  not  anti-military,  anti-government,  I  do  not  bum  flags.  I 
am  patriotic,  but  I  am  also  experienced  enough  to  know  that  the  current  proposal  like  the 
past  ones  is  steeped  in  the  expectation  that  dogmatic  patriotism  and  abject  fear  of  base 
closure  will  carry  the  day.  The  falacy  of  this  expectation  is  that  the  values  folks  like  myself 
hold  dear  will,  as  in  the  past,  rule  the  day.  True  economy  can  best  be  achieved  through 


goodnight  1 


030323 

Computer  Comment  Form 
Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho  Public  Hearing 

Hello.  Please  use  the  mouse  or  arrow  keys  to  move  to  each  new  typing  area. 


06/12/97 

Last  Name:  Palmgren 

First  Name:  Lois 
Address:  1914  Annett  St. 

City:  Boise  State:  Idaho  Zip:83705 

What  private,  local,  state,  or  federal  organization  or  agency  do  you  represent? 

GE-1  I  represent  myself,  and  my  family.  We  have  lived  in  Idaho  since  1895.  My  daughter, 

Emily  is  a  fifth  generation  Idahoan.  I  also  work  for  the  BLM,  Boise  District,  Bruneau 
Resource  Area  as  an  archaeological  technician  but  my  comments  do  not  represent  BLM. 

Enter  your  comments  now;  when  you  are  done,  press  the  tab  key  or  arrow  keys: 

In  the  past  few  years  I  have  experienced  several  disturbing  incidents  caused  by  numerous 
low  level  flights  over  the  Owyhee  desert  including  canyon  lands.  The  latest  was  last 
Monday  (6/6)  at  1:15  pm.  I  was  returning  from  a  vacation  with  my  daughter  who  is  3  A 
years  old.  We  were  heading  north  on  highway  51  /  milepost  41  when  !  felt  a  vibration  in 
the  back  of  the  car.  This  soon  escalated  to  a  dull  roar  and  a  crackling  noise  so  loud  I 
thought  we  had  been  struck  by  lightning.  Since  it  was  a  cloudy  day  this  was  the  only 
explanation  I  could  think  of.  I  slowed  dawn  immediately  and  began  looking  around.  I 
didn't  have  to  wait  long  for  yet  another  low  level  flight  to  zoom  over  the  top  of  our  car  and 
make  a  hard  left  turn  after  it  passed  over  us. 

So.  I  just  have  one  question  for  you  all.  What  gives  you  the  right  to  intimidate  and  harass 
Citizens  driving  on  the  highway?  My  daughter  was  with  me  and  this  jet  nearly  caused  me 
to  drive  off  the  road!l!!!!l!!!!!!!!!l!!!!This  is  our  home.  I  am  incensed  that  my  own  country 
would  treat  its  citizens  in  this  way. 

Sincerely. 

Lois  M.  Palmgren  and  Emily 


TO  SAVE  YOUR  COMMENT: 

•  Press  F12,  then 

Palmgren  1 
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Computer  Comment  Form  Computer  Comment  Form 

Enhanced  Training  In  Idaho  Public  Hearing  Enhanced  Training  In  Idaho  Public  Hearing 


Hello.  Please  use  the  mouse  or  arrow  keys  to  move  to  each  new  typing  area.  Hello.  Please  use  the  mouse  or  arrow  keys  to  move  to  each  new  typing  area. 
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Computer  Comment  Form 
Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho  Public  Hearing 

Hello.  Please  use  the  mouse  or  arrow  keys  to  move  to  each  new  typing  area. 


06/13/97 

Last  Name:  Ward  First  Name:  Frederick 

Address:  1910  Manitou  Avenue 

City:  Boise  State:  ID  Zip:  83706-4148 

What  private,  local,  state,  or  federal  organization  or  agency  do  you  represent?  self 


Enter  your  comments  now;  when  you  are  done,  press  the  tab  key  or  arrow  keys: 

GE-1  I  would  prefer  that  the  Air  Force  abandon  Mountain  Home  AFB,  allowing  the  Idaho  Air 
Guard  to  take  over  the  Mountain  Home  facility.  The  composite  wing  should  move  to 
Holloman  AFB  in  New  Mexico  where  a  large  area  of  land  is  already  under  government 
control  as  part  of  Holloman  and  White  Sands  Missile  Range  with  the  Fort  Bliss  Artillery 
Range  just  to  the  south. 

Unfortunately  Holloman  is  currently  being  leased  to  Germany  to  train  their  pitots,  but  we 
could  phase  the  Germans  out.  I  don't  see  the  need  to  so  spend  tax  dollars  to  develop  a 
training  range  in  Idaho  or  elsewhere,  when  a  suitable  facility  already  exists. 

TQ  SAVE  YOUR  COMMENT; 

•  Press  F12,  then 

•  Type  in  the  first  6  letters  of  your  last  name,  and  the  first  2  letters  of  your  first 
name. 

•  To  print,  click  on  the  printer  icon  shown  abovs. 


00032a 

Computer  Comment  Form 
Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho  Public  Hearing 

Hello.  Please  use  the  mouse  or  arrow  keys  to  move  to  each  new  typing  area. 


06/13/97 

Last  Name:  Adams  First  Name:  Michael 

Address:  1315  N.  14*  Apt.  R 

City:  Boise  State:  Idaho  Zip:  83702 

What  private,  local,  state,  or  federal  organization  or  agency  do  you  represent? 


Enter  your  comments  below: 

GE-1  One  of  the  two  Boise,  ID  Air  Force  recruitment  offices  expresses  Itself  as  the 

“world’s  greatest  Air  Force”  on  Its  answering  machine.  This  is  very  true.  The 
United  States  has  the  most  technologically  advanced  military  operations  In  the 
world.  The  U.S.  Air  Force  Is  no  exception.  The  technology  of  simulation  and 
training  has  made  the  Air  Force  unchallenged  by  any  other  world  force.  Therefore, 
the  proposed  training  range  in  the  Owyhee  Canyon  lands  of  Southern  Idaho  Is 
currently  neither  necessary  or  practical.  The  wild  life  and  foliage  In  the  General 
Region  of  Influence  2  consist  of  many  species  classified  as  Concern,  Threatened, 
or  Endangered  by  the  USFWS  (United  States  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service).  The 
negative  ramifications  of  Air  Force  training  in  the  area  far  outweigh  the  possible 
experience  and  knowledge  gained  by  a  pilot  or  member  of  the  world's  greatest  Air 
Force. 


Comm-frm 


1 
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world’s  greatest  Air  Force 
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000331 


Hello.  Please  use  the  mouse  or  arrow  keys  to  move  to  each  new  typing  area. 


Hello.  Please  use  the  mouse  or  arrow  keys  to  move  to  each  new  typing  area. 


06/13/97 

Last  Name:  Clark  First  Name:  William 

Address:  7001  Hill  Road 

City:  Boise  State:  Idaho  Zip:  83703 

What  private,  local,  state,  or  federal  organization  or  agency  do  you  represent? 

None. 

Enter  your  comments  now;  when  you  are  done,  press  the  tab  key  or  arrow  keys: 

GE-1  A  major  barrier  to  training  and  its  major  solution  are  glossed  over  in  the  Draft.  The  barrier 
is  a  swath  of  civilian  airspace  near  highway  51,  that  splits  the  MOA  in  two.  This  airspace 
prevents  most  military  maneuvers  below  18,000  feet  MSL.  Thus,  military  traffic  in  the 
west,  tends  to  stay  west,  and  traffic  east,  tends  to  stay  east.  The  EIS  proposes  to  annex 
this  airspace  into  the  existing  MOA,  allow  the  aircraft  to  fly  freely  throughout  the  area,  and 
reduce  the  overall  density  of  aircraft. 

The  flaw  with  this  reasoning  is  that  the  Air  Force  uses  this  airspace  anyway.  Before  each 
mission,  the  air  crews  ask  Salt  Lake  Center  to  dear  the  area,  and  there  it  is,  instant  MOA1 

8ut  wait  a  minute,  if  the  traffic  is  already  dispersed,  then  the  EIS  cannot  take  credit  for  this 
benefit.  Furthermore,  temporary  airspace  is  supposed  to  be  temporary.  It  is  not  a 
substitute  for  formal  approval,  which  in  this  case  appears  to  be  an  incremental  expansion 
that  should  be  regulated  by  NEPA. 

The  Final  EIS  should  separate  the  evaluation  the  Eastern  MOA’s  increased  height  from 
the  study  of  the  MOA's  lateral  expansion. 


TO  SAVE  YOUR  COMMENT; 

•  Press  F12,  then 

•  Type  in  the  first  6  letters  of  your  last  name,  and  the  first  2  letters  of  your  first 
name. 


clarkwi  1 

I  - 


06/13/97 

Last  Name:  Wasfy  First  Name:  Mark 

Address:  4814  F  Hayes  Place 

City:  MHAF8  State:  ID  Zip:  83648 

What  private,  local,  state,  or  federal  organization  or  agency  do  you  represent? 
Self 


Enter  your  comments  now;  when  you  are  done,  press  the  tab  key  or  arrow  keys: 

GE-1  In  my  years  living  in  south  western  Idaho.  I  have  noticed  that  the  US  Air  Force  has 

maintained  a  good  working  relationship  in  environmental  concerns.  This  is  evident  in  the 
fact  the  Air  Force  through  the  NEPA  process  has  expressed  intense,  predse, 
consideration  through  the  DEIS  for  the  environment  and  wildlife  that  would  be  affected  by 
a  range  expansion  proposal.  By  taking  extensive  research  measures,  I  believe  the  current 
draft  environmental  impact  document  reflects  accurate  up-to-date  information. 

In  support  of  this  proposal.  I  know  that  the  various  wildlife  living  currently  in  the 
Owyhees  have  not  been  drastically  affected  by  aircraft  noise  or  other  environmental 
concerns.  As  a  public  user/hunter  of  the  area  surround  the  enhanced  training  range 
proposal,  I  have  visually  seen  several  herds  of  antelope,  deer  and  big  horn  sheep  live 
unaffected  by  noise  disturbance  generated  from  jet  aircraft.  As  a  user  of  this  pristine 
environment.  I  have  not  been  disturbed  by  any  of  the  fly-overs  while  recreating  in  the 
surrounding  area.  _ _ _ _ 


TO  SAVE  YOUR  COMMENT: 

•  Press  F12,  then 

•  Type  in  the  first  6  letters  of  your  last  name,  and  the  first  2  letters  of  your  first 
name. 

To  print,  click  on  the  printer  icon 


wasfy  ma  1 
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Computer  Comment  Form 
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Hello.  Please  use  the  mouse  or  arrow  keys  to  move  to  each  new  typing  area. 


000337 

Computer  Comment  Form 
Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho  Public  Hearing 

Hello.  Please  use  the  mouse  or  arrow  keys  to  move  to  each  new  typing  area. 


Last  Name:  Stein  First  Name:  Brad 

Address:  1708  Colorado 

City:  Boise!  State:  Idaho  Zip: 83706 

What  private,  local,  state,  or  federal  organization  or  agency  do  you  represent? 
The  American  People 


Last  Name:  Robinson 
Address:  1 71 2  Colorado  Ave. 

City:  Boise  State:  Idaho 


First  Name:  Katherine 


What  private,  local,  state,  or  federal  organization  or  agency  do  you  represent? 


Enter  your  comments  now;  when  you  are  done,  press  the  tab  key  or  arrow  keys: 

C’mon  U.S.A.F,  what  Is  It  about  the  word  no  that  you  don't  understand?  Enough  Is 
enough!  Go  away  1  We  are  not  good  to  go!  Love  us  as  we  are  or  leave  us!  No!!! 

This  Is  sacred  land  that  you  want  to  grab  away  from  your  country,  you  should  be 
ashamed!  There  Is  already  enough  land  In  use  for  your  purposes.  Use  It .  Enhance  it, 
but  leave  the  Idaho  desert  alone.  How  much  money  have  you  spent  on  your  propaganda 
program?  It  seems  to  me  that  you've  already  made  up  your  mind  and  are  poised  ready  to 
stoop  onto  our  desert.  Well,  although  I  appreciate  your  sen/ice  I  believe  it  is  important  for 
many  reasons  to  contain  our  warriors  in  their  present  positions  and  to  fight  to  preserve 
this  special  desert  as  It  is!  Listen  to  me  closely:  back-off  I  Use  your  incredible  power  to 
protect  the  little  wild  country  that  we  have  left  rather  than  contributing  to  the  constant 
erosion  of  it! 

TO  SAVE  YOUR  COMMENT; 

•  Press  F12,  then 


Enter  your  comments  now;  when  you  are  done,  press  the  tab  key  or  arrow  keys: 

It  was  Just  a  tittle  over  three  years  ago  that  I  was  sitting  at  a  computer  sharing  my 
comments.  At  that  time  it  was  reported  that  If  the  Air  Force  didn’t  establish  a  new 
and  better  BOMBING  range  then  Mountain  Air  Force  Base  would  appear  on  “the 
base  closure"  list.  We  found  out  that  didn't  happen,  In  fact,  a  new  wing  appeared. 

I  have  had  It  with  this  crap.  We  just  keep  hearing  stories  because  the  Air  Force  is 
determined  to  get  their  way.  The  expanded  BOMBING  range  or  as  you  refer  to  it 
“Enhanced  Training"  is  not  necessary.  Their  are  plenty  of  places  the  pilots  can  train 
and  they’re  nearby. 

At  the  turn  of  the  century  this  state  was  controlled  by  agriculture,  mining  Interests 
and  the  government.  Other  interests  are  meaningful  now  -  preservation  of 
wilderness,  recreation,  sacred  grounds,  etc.  So,  leave  the  fabulous  desert  alone 
and  forget  about  your  land  grab! 


Type  in  the  first  6  letters  of  your  last  name,  and  the  first  2  letters  of  your  first 


To  print,  click  on  the  printer  icon 


IQ.  SAVE  YOUR  COMMENT: 


Press  F12,  then 

Type  in  the  first  6  letters  of  your  last  name,  and  the  first  2  letters  of  your  first 
name. 

To  print,  click  on  the  printer  icon  shown  above. 
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Hello,  Please  use  the  mouse  or  arrow  keys  to  move  to  each  new  typing  area. 


00033S 


Last  Name:  Dick 
Address:  PO  Box  337 
City:  Owyhee 


First  Name:  Richard 


What  private,  local,  state,  or  federal  organization  or  agency  do  you  represent? 
Member  Shoshone  Paiute  Tribe 


Enter  your  comments  below; _ 

GE-2  The  Air  Force  has  reapeatedly  told  us  of  their  good  neighbor  policy.  I 

have  lived  In  Boise  Ida,  Portland  Ore.,  L  A.  Ca.,Phoenfx  Ariz.  Everywhere  that 
l  have  ever  lived  there  was  always  a  law  against  disturbing  the  peace  or 
trashing  the  neighborhood.  My  people  have  always  been  good  neighbors.  We 
offered  a  helping  hand  and  supplied  food  to  the  first  white  men  that  came  to 
our  land  .  We  have  stood  by  as  you  encrouched  our  homelands,  desecrated 
our  sacred  Boise  valley  and  Snake  River ,  Eagle  Rock  ,  and  cut  off  our  salmon 
forcing  us  onto  reservations  (P.O.W.  camps).  I  think  it  is  about  time  my 
people  reap  some  of  the  benefits  of  this  good  neighbor  policy. 
np  i  have  yet  to  see  a  study  of  the  effects  of  sonic  booms  on  our  sage 

|9rouS0  population.  I  am  a  Viet  Nam  veteran  .  I  also  served  with  the  366  at 
(Chambley  AFB  France  ,  and  at  Shaw  AFB  S.  C.  as  a  jet  engine  mechanic. ! 
was  discharged  In  1968  at  which  time  the  366*  changed  aircraft  from  the  old 
B-66  Recon  bombers,  which  flew  at  35,000  feet  and  took  picture  and  had  little 
effect  on  the  environment,  to  f-111  and  Phantom  supersonic  Fighters.  From 
that  time  on  I  have  seen  a  drastic  decline  of  our  sagehen  population.  At  that 
time  you  could  see  thousands  of  sagehen  In  our  fields  In  mornings  and 
evenings,  but  today  they  are  gone.  I  believe  this  decline  to  be  the  direct 
result  of  supersonic  over  flights  at  ground  level  over  nesting  sights  which  Is 

the  Owyhee  Desert  and  Grasemere  Area. _ 

Col.  Calin  has  stated  that  the  Air  Force  owns  the  air  space  over  Duck 
Valley,  South  West  Idaho  and  Northern  Nevada.  I  served  three  years  on  the 
Shoshone-Palute  Business  Council  as  Councilman  and  Vice  Chairman  and  I  have 
yet  to  see  a  letter  or  a  document  Inviting  the  Shoshone-Palute  Tribes  to  a 
negotiating  table  to  discuss  our  air  space.  Duck  Valley  is  a  sovereign  nation.  I 
CU-2  Relieve  you  are  trespassing  when  you  fly  over  us  and  our  sacred  lands.  I  have  also 
yet  to  see  a  study  on  the  effects  of  radar,  lasers,  threat  emitters,  noise  pollution, 


00G33S 

and  radar  jamming  (  ECM)  aircraft  on  our  spiritual  connection.  Our  prayers  to  the 
creator  and  ceremonies  held  at  our  sacred  sites. 

Radar  Jammers  (ECM)  Electronic  Counter  Measures,  these  are  aircraft  that 
send  powerful  signals  which  can  Jam  ground  radar  such  as  SAM  missiles  and  It  has 
been  «ald  that  one  aircraft  flying  over  New  York  City  can  black  out  the  city.  With 
that  much  power  I  can’t  help  but  wonder  how  it  effects  our  connection  to  the  spirit 
world.  Do  you  think  It  Is  possible  that  because  of  all  this  Interference  ,  not  to 
mention  the  microwave  TV  signals  and  such  from  the  private  sector,  that  God  can’t 
hear  or  answer  our  prayers.  Therefore  all  the  turmoil  catastrophes,  violence  in  our 
country. 

On  the  topic  of  Chaff,  I  would  hate  to  think  that  every  time  I  go  to  my  church 
to  pray  or  conduct  ceremonies  that  I  am  Injestlng  chaff  In  my  food  water  the  air.  I 
would  like  to  challenge  the  good  Col.  To  put  some  In  a  baggie  and  huff  it  to  prove  to 
the  public  that  chaff  Is  environmentally  safe. 

If  you  take  away  from  a  people  those  things  or  places  that  sacred,  or  deny 
them  access,  you  take  away  part  of  their  culture,  you  deny  them  religious  freedom. 
Therefore  I  view  this  bombing  range  as  just  another  step  In  the  process  of  the 
exterminating  of  the  Shoshone-Paiute  people.  I  believe  ft's  called  genocide. 

To  the  Air  Force:  The  emigrants  and  settlers  and  all  those  that  support  this 
bombing  range.  How  Dare  You!  And  Shame  On  You!  I  can  only  pray  that  the 
creator  has  pity  on  you  when  you  stand  before  him  at  the  pearly  gates. 
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Computer  Comment  Form 
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H«llo.  Please  use  the  mouse  or  arrow  keys  to  move  to  each  new  typing  area. 
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Computer  Comment  Form 
Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho  Public  Hearing 

Heilo.  Please  use  the  mouse  or  arrow  keys  to  move  to  each  new  typing  area. 


Last  Name:  LaFemina 
Address: 

City:  Boise  State:  Idaho 


First  NamerJames  and  Jill 


Last  Name:  Shaffer  First  Name:  Paul 

Address:  1486  Shenandoah  Drive 
City:  Boise  State:  !D  Zip:  83712 

What  private,  local,  state,  or  federal  organization  or  agency  do  you  represent? 


What  private,  local,  state,  or  federal  organization  or  agency  do  you  represent? 

Enter  your  comments  now;  when  you  are  done,  press  the  tab  key  or  arrow  keys: 

GE- 1  There  is  absolutely  no  reason  to  expand  Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base.  The 

congressional  delegation  of  Idaho  has  no  right  to  ruin  the  pristine  nature  of  the  Owyhee 
Canyonlands.  In  this  post  cold  war  age  it  is  irresponsible  to  be  expanding  war  preparation 
facilities.  This  range  is  particularly  upsetting  because  it  will  render  one  of  the  last 
remaining  big  horn  sheep  populations  extinct.  Why  are  you  practicing  to  wipe  out  other 
cultures  at  the  expense  of  natural  areas.  The  Owyhee  Desert  does  not  need  to  be  used 
for  a  range  when  there  is  an  existing  range  so  close.  You(the  military)  said  so  yourself.  If 
this  range  is  the  only  way  Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base  can  stay  open  then  count  my 
wife  and  I  among  the  individuals  In  the  area  that  say:  'close  the  base  down  completely.* 
An  expanded  Bombing  range  was  a  bad  Idea  a  few  years  ago  and  it  is  worse  now.  The 
future  of  our  open  spaces  should  not  come  down  to  a  brokered  deal  somewhere  in 
Washington  between  Idaho's  congressional  leaders  and  the  military.  Plans  for  incredible 
wastes  of  money  should  be  brought  out  to  an  open  vote  of  the  people.  It  is  unbelievable  to 
me  that  this  training  can't  be  done  by  computer.  Please  do  not  go  forward  with  this 
proposal.  I  can't  imagine  you  and  family  would  enjoy  the  sanctity  and  quiet  of  this 
beautiful  area  with  bombers  flying  overhead  and  dropping  their  loads  on  the  trait. 


Press  F12,  then 

Type  In  the  first  6  letters  of  your  last  name,  and  the  first  2  letters  of  your  first 


Enter  your  comments  now;  when  you  are  done,  press  the  tab  key  or  arrow  keys: 

GE-1  I’ve  been  pleased  by  attempts  by  the  Air  Force  to  explore  other  options  during  the 

past  several  years.  However.  I  am  not  satisfied  that  adequate  steps  have  been  taken  to 
protect  witdlife  or  the  quiet  of  the  Owyhee  Canyonlands  and  Uplands. 

t  prefer  to  leave  details  of  the  wildlife  impacts  to  experts  in  that  field  and  speak  to  the  need 
for  places  of  quiet  and  solitude.  This  past  Saturday  night  my  wife  and  I  camped  off  the 
Mud  Flat  Road  near  Deep  Creek.  At  dusk  a  small  group  of  black  'attack*  helicopters 
dropped  into  the  valley,  performed  maneuvers  and  disappeared  into  the  gathering  dusk. 
This  was  not  the  experience  we  had  driven  three  hours  for. 

I  think  I  understand  the  need  for  a  prepared  Air  Force:  my  father  piloted  B-29$  during 
World  War  II.  And  I  appreciate  the  risks  these  young  men  and  women  are  preparing  to 
take  for  our  country.  But  I  also  must  speak  as  a  conscientious  objector  during  the  Vietnam 
War.  The  government  must  still  find  room  for  those  of  us  who  do  not  believe  in  war  and 
confrontation.  Who  want  to  enjoy  the  god-given  gift  of  beauty  and  solitude  that  is  so  hard 
to  find  elsewhere. 

t  wish  to  express  my  strong  desire  to  keep  the  Owyhee's  peaceful,  a  place  where  the 
destructive  impacts  of  humankind  are  kept  to  a  minimum. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 


To  print,  click  on  the  printer  Icon  ahown  above. 
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Computer  Comment  Form 
Enhanced  Training  In  Idaho  Public  Hearing 


Hello.  Please  use  the  mouse  or  arrow  keys  to  move  to  each  new  typing  area. 


Computer  Comment  Form 
Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho  Public  Hearing 

Hello.  Please  use  the  mouse  or  arrow  keys  to  move  to  each  new  typing  area. 


Last  Name:  Wytlie 
Address:  306  Parkway  Dr 
City:  Boise  State:  Idaho 


First  Name:  Jana 


What  private,  local,  state,  or  federal  organization  or  agency  do  you  represent? 
NA 


Last  Name:  LYNDAKER  First  Name:  BILLY 

Address  345  E.  16™  NORTH 

City:  MTN  HOME  Stste  lDAHO  Zip:  83647 

What  private,  local,  state,  or  federal  organization  or  agency  do  you  represent? 


Enter  your  comments  below: 

GE-1  The  Enhanced  Training  range  Is  Immense.  Considering  that  they  have  a  shooting 
range  and  Sailor  Creak  and  other  sites  are  nearby  In  Utah  and  Nevada  there  is  less 
reason  to  downgrade  another  (Owyhee)  county  so  that  Mtn  Home  and  Elmore 
county  can  feather  their  nests. 


Compare  the  sizes  of  a  few  miscellaneous  areas  to  what  the  Air  Force  is  requesting: 

Rhode  Island  1,214 

Delaware  2,057 

Connecticut  5,009 

Hawaii  6,423 

New  Jersey  7,836 

Massachusetts  8,257 

New  Hampshire  9,304 

Vermont  9,609 

North  Ireland  5,460 

Wales  8,016 

Switzerland  15,944 

Keep  In  mind  while  coming  up  with  these  Immense  tracks  of  land  that  there  was 
difficulty  in  Panama  of  running  into  a  telephone  pole  and  in  the  rescue  mission  in 
Iran  where  two  choppers  ran  Into  each  other.  They  had  ample  suace  In  which  to 
practice  and  may  have  fared  better  If  they  had  practiced  In  restricted  space. 

It  would  be  far  better  for  Congress  to  reassess  the  situation  and  allot  Mountain 
Home  Air  Force  Base  enough  more  resources  to  give  our  pilots  an  equal  am.*  -nt  of 
practice  time  over  the  Utah  Nevada  sites  as  the  other  bases  have  to  practice  their 
bombing  techniques. 


Enter  your  comments  now;  when  you  are  done,  press  the  tab  key  or  arrow  keys: 

•  IF  TRAINING  RANGES  THROUGHOUT  THE  VARIOUS  MILITARY  BASES  WERE 
ENV1RONMENTALY  DANGEROUS  FOR  EXISTING  WILDLIFE.  YOU  CAN  BET 
YOUR  BOTTOM  DOLLAR  EVERY  ENVIRONMENTAL  GROUP  WOULD  BE  TRYING 
TO  CLOSE  ALL  EXISTING  RANGES.  Press  F12,  then 

•  Type  In  the  first  6  letters  of  your  last  name,  and  the  first  2  letters  of  your  first 


To  print,  click  on  the  printer  Icon  shown  above. 
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000343 


Computer  Comment  Form 
Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho  Public  Hearing 


Hallo.  Please  use  the  mouse  or  arrow  keys  to  move  to  each  new  typing  area. 


Last  Name:  Johnston  First  Name:  Lahsha 

Address:  413  West  Idaho  Street,  Suite  102 

City:  Boise  State:  ID  Zip:  83702 

What  private,  local,  state,  or  federal  organization  or  agency  do  you  represent? 
The  Wilderness  Society  (Idaho  Office) 


Enter  your  comments  below: 

GE-2  Thank  you  for  responding  to  the  letter  I  sent  to  you  May  7, 1 997  with  regards  to  the 

Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho  proposal  and  public  process.  I  am  glad  there  is  a  web  sight 
established  on  the  Internet  for  the  ETI  proposal. 

As  you  know,  the  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho  Environmental  Impact  Statement  is  a  very 
lengthy  document.  Most  everyone  I  have  spoken  with  have  not  had  time  to  read  the 
document.  It  is  during  the  summer  months  when  people  spend  less  time  reading  and 
more  time  enjoying  the  great  outdoors. 

The  EIS  also  contains  scientific  studies  and  other  reference  materials  which  are  of 
interest  to  our  members.  To  date,  we  have  rot  been  advised  as  to  where  we  may  locate 

[these  critical  reference  documents.  By  law,  each  and  every  one  of  the  documents  cited  in 
the  ETI  EIS  must  be  reasonably  available  for  inspection  by  potentially  interested  persons 
within  the  time  allowed  for  review  and  comment  on  the  proposal.  40  C.F.R.  sec.’s 
T502.21, 1502.25. 

This  is  the  fourth  proposal  in  the  last  eight  years.  Therefore,  I  see  no  reason  why  the 
comment  period  could  not  be  extended  to  better  accommodate  the  needs  of  our  members. 
[""Please  extend  the  comment  period  an  additional  30  days  to  allow  for  maximum  informed 
PR-3  public  input. 


Boise,  Idaho  0110344 

RE:  Enhanced  Training  Idaho 
Boise  Public  Hearings 
June  12  &  13,  1997 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  present  testimony  this  evening.  First  of  all,  I 
would  like  to  commend  the  members  of  Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base,  and  particularly 
the  366th  wing,  in  your  accomplishment  of  being  referred  to  by  your  base  commander  as 
"the  most  combat  ready  wing  in  the  world  "  That  is  a  huge  accomplishment.  With  that  in 
mind  however,  one  has  to  wonder  why  it  is  you  seem  to  think  you  need  this  so  called 
["enhancement,"  especially  when  the  GAO  and  the  Air  Force  Inspector  General,  in  an 
|  official  report,  sated  that  this  range  is  osl  needed. 

Why  do  you  think  that  people  have  taken  their  time  to  pour  over  your  voluminous 
documents  regarding  this  bombing  range  proposal  in  order  to  try  and  understand  what  it  is 
you  propose  to  do  and  what  the  impacts  will  be?  Do  you  think  it’s  because  we  have 
nothing  better  to  do?  In  one  of  the  other  hearings,  a  proponent  of  the  ETI  referred  to  us 
as  wacky  environmentalists,  I  won’t  waste  my  time  responding  to  that  except  to  say, 
because  I  want  it  on  the  record,  that  many  of  the  people  who  have  testified  in  opposition 
are  examples  of  the  ideal  model  of  the  American  chben,  simply  by  virtue  of  the  fact  that 
they  have  taken  the  time  to  review  and  respond. 

I  say  this  because  I  hope  that  you  will  take  into  consideration  that  htwe  would 
probably  be  many  more  people  here  tonight,  but  the  timing  of  your  release,  at  the 
beginning  of  the  summer,  has  had  a  huge  effect  on  the  tum-out  at  these  hearings  since 
many  of  the  people  who  would  like  to  be  here  and  can’t  be,  are  absent  -  not  because  they 
don’t  care  *  but  because  they  axe  out  enjoying  precisely  what  it  is  you  are  trying  to 
destroy.  Many  outfitters,  guides,  anglers,  recreationists  and  others,  some  of  whom  rely  on 
the  Owyhee  Canyonlands  for  their  livelihood,  simply  could  not  be  here  tonight. 

Those  of  us  who  are  here  in  opposition  tonight  are  here  because  we  care  deeply 
about  the  Owyhee  Canyonlands.  We  care  that  it  is  an  Idaho  treasure  and  we  care  that 
you,  who  are  visitors  to  this  state,  are  going  to  have  your  way  with  h,  and  then  go  on  to 
your  next  tour  of  duty  and  we  will  be  left  with  nothing  but  photographs  and  memories. 

You  make  promises  in  an  effort  to  appease  us.  You  have  manipulated,  distorted 
and  or  excluded  data  on  noise,  cumulative  affects  on  wildlife  and  toxic  chemicals 
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Captain  M  Miller 
Chief  366th  Wing  P. A. 

366  Gunfighter  Av.  Suite  152 
Mountain  Home  AFB,  ID  83648 

To:  Captain  Miller 

It  is  clear  that  with  a  shrinking  defense  budget  and  an  ever  smaller  force 
structure  that  we  must  maintain  the  best  equipped  and  best  trained  force  that 
we  can  with  our  resources  available. 

This  requires  that  we  have  an  adequate  training  range  close  to  Mountain 
Home  Air  Force  base  so  we  don’t  use  a  lot  of  fuel  wearing  out  engines  and 
airframes  going  to  a  distant  range  to  practice  combat  maneuvers  and  weapons 
delivery  techniques.  While  the  Saylor  Creek  range  has  been  used  for  many 
years  to  provide  for  individual  aircraft  to  drop  practice  ordinance  one  aircraft 
at  a  time,  it  does  not  have  the  ability  for  multiple  targets  to  be  struck 
simultaneously.  In  Desert  Storm  it  was  normal  for  up  to  31  targets  to  be 
attacked  simultaneously  and  thus  overwhelm  the  terminal  defense  system. 
This  was  a  prime  reason  that  we  were  able  to  achieve  such  spectacular  results 
with  minimal  losses.  America  expects  spectacular  results,  short  violent 
conflicts  with  few  causalities. 

Our  aircrews  deserve  the  best  training  we  can  provide.  I  strongly  support 
the  training  range.  ^ 
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Vickie  D  York 
480  W  Claire  Court 
Meridian.  ID  83642 
(208) 884-8032 


GE-1  It  is  evident  that  the  Air  Force  has  worked  long  and  hard  in  their  efforts  to  listen  to  the  concerns 
ofldaho  citizens  and  adjust  their  strategies  in  developing  the  enhanced  training  range 

I  continue  to  question  the  motives  behind  the  opponents  of  the  training  range  and  their  misleading 
statements  to  the  media  The  EIS  will  reveal  that  the  animals  adjust  quickly  to  aircraft  overflights; 
sage  grouse  populations  declined  because  there  are  too  many  protected  predators  in  those  areas, 
almost  60  percent  of  the  bighorn  sheep  we  lose  every  year  die  from  the  trauma  of  capture  and 
transplanting  operations 

The  people  advocating  for  the  bighorn  sheep  are  not  as  interested  in  the  size  of  the  herd  as  they 
are  in  the  size  of  the  trophy  and  protecting  their  source  of  targets 

The  opponents  keep  saying  they  are  concerned  about  potential  disturbances  over  the  Owyhee 
Desert,  but  they  seem  to  forget  that  the  Air  Force  has  been  flying  over  that  area  since  World  War 

II  and  very  few  people  even  notice  Very  few  people  also  seem  to  remember  30  years  ago  when 
the  Air  Force  gave  back  three  times  as  much  range  land  as  it  currently  holds. 

We  nesko  find  a  balance  between  the  Air  Force’s  need  and  the  environmental  concerns.  What  we 
really  must  do  is  carefully  review  the  available  facts  and  make  reasonable  decisions  Our  natural 
resources  must  be  balanced  against  our  greatest  national  resource  freedom  That  freedom,  upon 
which  everything  else  we  ever  hope  to  accomplish  rests,  is  maintained  by  providing  the  best 
•  possible  training  to  the  men  and  women  this  nation  often  sends  into  harm’s  way.  The  people  of 
the  366*  Wing  deserve  the  very  best  chance  we  can  give  them 
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195  North  2nd  West 
Mountain  Home.  ID  63647 


1  Streeter  Real  Estate 

iSiojfrt 

Telephone:  (208)  587-3641 
Evenings  Call:  587*4698 
Fax:  (208)  587-3641 


GE-1  The  United  States  Department  of  Defense,  the  United  States  Air 
Force  and  the  other  government  agencies  involved  in  determining 
the  most  beneficial,  the  most  reasonable  way  to  equip  and 
maintain  a  composite  wing  with  an  electronic  training  range  has 
decided  that  it  should  be  the  Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base.  The 
home  of  the  most  advanced  composite  training  range  in  the  world 
at  this  tine.  This  wing  is  tasked  to  immediately  respond  to 
outbreaks  of  aggression  throughout  the  world  that  adversely 
affects  this  country. 

The  Air  Force  has  studied,  planned,  reworked  their  requirements, 
and  have  cone  up  with  three  proposals,  any  one  of  which  will  meet 
their  needs  to  adequately  protect  our  way  of  life,  have  the  least 
expense  and  maintain  their  commitment  to  a  training  range  that 
embodies  the  multiple  use  concept  where  hunters,  fisherman,  rock 
hounds,  cattlemen,  sightseers,  etc.  get  to  use  it  for  pleasure, 
profit,  and  protect  the  area  for  posterity.  That  is  all  in  the 
concept. 

Any  individual,  group  or  organization  that  would  stand  up, 
protest,  and  try  to  tell  the  rest  of  the  American  people  that  we 
don't  need  a  strong  defense  either  has  the  intelligence  of  a 
Bruneau  snail  or  -they  don’t  appreciate  the  lifestyle  that  our 
military  has  preserved  for  us  since  the  Revolutionary  War  and  it 
still  has  not  ended.  If  we  had  not  had  a  military  that  was 
willing  to  sacrifice  everything  during  World  War  II,  we  would  not 
have  a  free  country  today. 


Jack  Streeter 
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DEIS/PJ A/061397 /SRA/  PACE  2 


PUBLIC  HEARINGS  "ENHANCED  TRAINING  IN  IDAHO"  PROPOSAL 


THE  Draft  ZIS  IS  DOCUMENT  THAT  HAS  REQUIRED  TIME,  EFFORT  AHD 
HONEY .  WHILE  GOVERNMENT  OFFICIALS ,  AND  SCIENTISTS  MIGHT  QUIBBLE 


ABOUT  SAMPLES ,  DATA,  ANALYSIS , AND  RECOMMENDATIONS ,  I  BELIEVE  THERE 


IS  AN  OVER  ARCHING  ERROR  WITHIN  THE  DEIS. 


GOOD  EVENING.  MY  NAME  IS  PAMELA  ALLISTER  AND  I  LIVE  AND  WORK 


PHYSICIST  CARL  SAGAN  TOLD  THIS  SHORT  STORY:  IN  A  POST  WAR 


IN  BOISE,  IDAHO.  I  AM  BOTH  A  MEMBER  OF  THE  SNAKE  RIVER  ALLIANCE 


MEETING  WITH  PRESIDENT  HARRY  5.  TRUMAN,  J.  ROBERT  OPPENHEIHER--THE 


AND  THE  EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR.  THE  SNAKE  RIVER  ALLIANCE  PRESENTED 


SCIENTIFIC  DIRECTOR  OF  THE  MANHATTAN  NUCLEAR  WEAPONS  PROJECT- 


TESTIMONY  IN  TWIN  FALLS. 


MOURNFULLY  COMMENTED  THAT  SCIENTISTS  HAD  BLOODY  HANDS;  THAT  THEY 


IN  1950,  U.S.  SUPREME  COURT  JUSTICE  ROBERT  H.  JACKSON  SAID, 


HAD  KNOWN  SIN.  AFTERWARDS,  TRUMAN  INSTRUCTED  HIS  AIDES  THAT  HE 


NEVER  WISHED  TO  SEE  OPPENHEIMER  AGAIN . 


"IT  IS  NOT  THE  FUNCTION  OF  OUR  GOVERNMENT  TO  KEEP  THE  CITIZEN  FROM 
FALLING  INTO  ERROR;  IT  IS  THE  FUNCTION  OF  THE  CITIZEN  TO  KEEP  THE 


GOVERNMENT  FROM  FALLING  INTO  ERROR.-  AS  A  PRIVATE  CITIZEN,  TONIGHT 


I  WISH  TO  COMMENT  ON  THE  DEIS  FOR  THE  ENHANCED  TRAINING  IN  IDAHO 
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WYDEIS.SRA  PAGE  3 

AS  THIS  STORY  IMPLIES,  SOM ET 1  HE S  SCIENTISTS  ARE  CASTIGATED  FOR 
DOING  EVIL ,  AND  SOMETIMES  FOR  WARNING  ABOUT  THE  EVIL  USES  TO  WHICH 
SCIENCE  MAY  BE  A  PART.  SCIENCE  AND  SCIENTISTS  HAVE,  I  BELIEVE,  AN 
ETHICAL  RESPONSIBILITY  TO  NOT  ONLY  SEE  THAT  FINDINGS  ARE  NOT 
MISUSED,  BUT  ALSO  TO  TAKE  RESPONSIBILITY  FOR  NOT  BEING  INFLUENCED 
TO  USE  SCIENCE  TO  FORWARD  THE  AGENDA  OF  ANY  AGENCY,  ORGANIZATION  OR 
INDIVIDUAL. 

THE  DRAFT  EIS  IS  A  PSEUDO  SCIENTIFIC  DOCUMENT  WHICH  IS 
FUNDAMENTALLY  IMPAIRED  BECAUSE  IT  POSES  THE  WRONG  HYPOTHETICAL 
QUESTION.  TO  PARAPHRASE,  THE  DRAFT  EIS  RESEARCHES  THE  QUESTION  • 
•CAN  THE  AIR  FORCE  HAVE  A  BOMBING  RANGE  IN  THE  OWYHEE  CANYON  LANDS 
THAT  WILL  NOT  CAUSE  TOO  MUCH  DAMAGE?"  RATHER  THAN  THE  QUESTION, 
•WHAT  WOULD  A  BOMBING  RANGE  DO  TO  THE  ENVIRONMENT  OF  THIS  REGION 

MID  IS  IT  WORTH  IT? 


OWYDEIS/  PAGE  4 

THE  DRAFT  EIS '  RESEARCH  IS  BIASED  AND  PREDISPOSES  FINDINGS  FOR 

THE  APPROVAL  OF  THE  ENHANCED  TRAINING  IN  IDAHO.  IT  IS  THE 
PARTICULAR  TASKS  OF  SCIENTISTS,  TO  ALERT  THE  PUBLIC  TO  POSSIBLE 
DANGERS.  FOR  SCIENTISTS  TO  FAIL  TO  RESEARCH  AND  TO  AVOID  OR 

MINIMIZE  A  DISCLOSURE  TO  THE  PUBLIC  THOSE  DANGERS  SPECIFICALLY 

EMANATING  FROM  WEAPON  SCIENCE  OR  THE  USE  OF  WEAPON  SCIENCE  IS 
UNJUST.  AGAIN,  IN  THE  WORDS  OF  CARL  SAGAN,  •CLEARLY  THE  WARNINGS 
NEED  TO  BE  JUDICIOUS  AND  NOT  MORE  FLAMBOYANT  THAN  THE  DANGER 
REQUIRE;  BUT  IF  WE  MUST  MAKE  ERRORS ,  GIVEN  THE  STAKES,  THEY  SHOULD 

BE  ON  THE  SIDE  OF  SAFETY .• 

I  CHALLENGE  THE  DRAFT  EIS  AND  ASK  FOR  A  REVIEW  OF  THE  BASIC 

CONTEXT  AND  SCIENTIFIC  OBJECTIVITY  FROM  WHICH  THIS  STUDY  WAS 

EXECUTED . 

THANK  YOU. 

A:OWYDEIS.002  REVISED  061397 
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GE-2  I  testifying  lonight  on  behalf  of  the  300  member*  erf  the  Idaho  Whitewater 

Association.  en  organization  which  represent*  non -motorized  over  recreation*  *t*  across 
the  itete. 


The  number  of  river  runner*  In  thi*  state  he*  Increased  exponentially  over  the  peat  ten 
year*  due  to  both  general  population  Increases  In  Idaho  es  well  as  a  txgher  percentage 
of  people  who  are  discovering  Idaho's  Incredible  river  systems.  This  has  made  it 
increasingly  difficult  for  private  boaters  to  get  launch  dates  for  the  controlled  wilderness 
rivers  such  as  the  Salmon  and  the  Sefway.  Aa  a  result,  many  more  boaters  are  turning 
to  the  Owyhee  end  Jarbidge  Bruneau  River  system*  for  extended  trip*  I  have 
personalty  found  these  desert  canyon  river*  to  be  far  more  wild  in  character  than  any  of 
the  higher  profile  permitted  run*,  and  they  are  virtually  In  our  back  yard. 

v  ■  t  i  rover  350  mile*  of  riven  In  the  Owyhee  Cenyonland*  hev*  been  found  eligible  for 
LUH  |  designation  a*  wild  and  scenic  rivers.  The  Air  Forces’  finding  that  the  ETl  will  do  nothing 
T5  diminish  the  outstanding  resource  vetoes  of  these  river*  is  erroneous  While  the 
canyon  wells  may  not  change,  the  scenic  quality,  opportunities  for  viewing  wildlife,  and 
overall  recreational  experience  will  be  greatly  diminished.  Numerous  overfight*,  sonic 
booms,  chaff,  and  flare*  are  Incompatible  with  the  wilderness  vetoes  found  in  these 
canyons.  NdTlu  mention  the  led  Ihet  jonio  beams  are  juuicwhet  disparting  when  you 
are  concentrating-on  negotiating  a  rapid — ■ 


[We  have  had  tncreaaing  complaint*  from  private  boaters  and  outfitten.  that  the  noise 
level  and  number  of  overflight*  Is  currently  unacceptable.  It  is  difficult  to  evaluate  the 
exact  impact  of  the  ETl  proposal  since  there  Is  so  tittle  Information  In  the  OEIS  on  the  Air 
Force's  actual  activities  in  the  sky.  however,  any  Increase  In  ectivilies  Is  loo  much. 

There  have  also  been  increased  complaints  regarding  the  amount  of  chaff  being  found  in 
the  canyons.  The  Navy  has  determined  that  although  chaff  is  highly  dispersed  when 
deployed,  environmental  lectors  lead  to  its  concentration  over  time.  Chaff  that  ends  up 
In  the  bottom  of  the  canyons  will  most  certainly  stay  there  to  be  continuously 
resuspended  es  the  pert  id ex  become  smaller.  As  the  citizens  are  being  told  to  practice 
low  Imped  carry-in  carry-out  camping  techniques,  It  Is  Ironic  that  the  Air  Force  should 
show  such  a  tola)  disregard  for  the  environment  by  httenng  the  very  areas  we.  as 
recreational  user*,  are  going  to  greet  lengths  to  maintain  es  priitine  environments. 


Finally.  I  would  just  like  to  state  that  the  recreational  boaters  of  Idaho  oppose  any 
increase  In  military  activities  over  these  truly  unrque  spectacular  canyons  People  who 
float  these  river*  often  encounter  Indement  weather,  rattlesnakes,  rough  road*, 
portages,  end  ddflcurt  rap*J*.  Yet  the  use  Increases  every  year  because  the 
opportunities  for  solitude  end  experiencing  true  wilderness  ere  becoming  harder  to  find. 
Onjamzatione  such  as  fWA  end  IRU  work  to  educate  river  users  on  the  vetoes 
associated  with  the  whole  river  environment  end  the  koportance  erf  protecting  the  lend 
that  the  river  runs  ttvough  I  would  ask  the  Air  Force  to  lead  the  dtlzena  by  example, 
show  some  rasped  for  the  lend  end  it*  resources  end  abandon  once  end  for  ell  your 
pi«n*  to  bomb  the  cenyonland*. 


In  addition  to  the  overall  environmental  degradation  caused  by  the  presence  of  chaff, 
there  are  also  health  concerns  which  have  not  been  adequately  addressed  in  the  DEIS. 
In  a  jeries  of  memos  lest  fell  between  the  Nevede  Division  of  Environmental  Protedion 
end  Carson  City  Distrid  BlM.  the  Issue  of  chuff  as  a  public  hearth  hazard  was  discussed 

__  PThe  Division  stated  two  primary  concerns  on  how  chaff  effects  the  environ* ert  The 

SF- 1 0  concern  regerds  the  potential  for  InhalaWe  particulates  which  occur  from  the 

mechanic*!  break  down  and  resuspemion  of  fibers  The  Division's  second  concern 
""Heals  with  the  physical  deposition  of  solid  waste  on  public  and  private  land*.  They  fcxjnd 
LU*  1 6  th8t  tfw#  I*  very  tittle  Information  on  the  amount*  of  Chaff  currently  deposited  and  how 
_these  fibers  decompose  In  the  environment. 


Are  icsurt.  the  departments-* 
A  of  pertieuiatas  in  the* 


munrtlklng  eyefem  teevatoatetht 
■its  by  Ihi  Hevy>  The  ETl  DEIS 


needs  a  more  adequate  evaluation  of  the,impacts  of  ohrft  on  wildlife  and  tvmans 
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June  13,  1997  “Enhanced  Training  In  Idaho"  EIS 
Comments  of  Kay  Hummel,  420  E.  Crestline,  Boise.  ID  83702 


I  have  many  fundamental  doubts  about  the  Enhanced  Training 
proposal  but  am  going  to  focus  on  archaeological  and  historic  resouces. 

—  First  off,  my  comprehension  of  the  EIS  has  been  greatly  hampered  by 
the  failure  to  suoolv  the  background  reports.  I  have  read  everything  in  the 
two  volumes  that  deals  with  cultural  resources.  However,  there  is  no  way 
for  the  public  to  agree  or  disagree  with  the  documentation  of  site 
eligibility  because  of  the  missing  data.  Thus,  this  process  is  flawed  and 
does  not  comply  with  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Acts  (MEPA). 

How  this  EIS  interprets  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  is 
troubling.  The  apparent  focus  only  on  sites  that  meet  National  Register 
criteria  may  be  illegal.  It  is  immaterial  whether  sites  have  National 
Register  eligibility  at  this  point.  On  aJl  cultural  sites,  you  must 
determine  their  significance. 

[“  The  sampling  done  on  the  three  alternatives  for  drop  zones  also  is 
problematic.  The  Air  Force  did  not  sample  outside  the  footprints  of 
Alternatives  B,  C,  nad  D.  Yet  It  is  well  known  that  in  actual  missions  and 
target  practice,  there  will  be  a  definite  percentage  of  drops  outside  the 
target  zones.  This  particularly  concerns  me  in  the  Juniper  Butte  and 
Clover  Butte  sites  because  of  their  proximity  to  the  #i and 
Jarbidge  River  canyons.  Everyone  knows  that  the  likelihood  of  more; 
intense  cultural  and  historic  use  increases  near  steep  canyons  and  water 
sources.  Although  these  alternatives  are  mostly  on  flat  rolling  terrains, 
the  overshooting  that  can  routinely  occur  on  adjacent  canyons  must  be 
^evaluated.  There  is  no  mention  of  cultural  resources  outside  the  rigid 
i  outlines  of  the  alternative  drop  zones.  This  analysis  should  be  done.  The 
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EIS  is  deficient  without  it. 

.  !  am  particularly  knowledgeable  of  the  Grasmere  alternative.  This 
area  is  extremely  rich  in  cultural  and  archaeological  sites.  The  sampling 
there  yields  a  statistical  projection  that  there  will  be  403  total  cultural 
resources  in  the  entire  range.  This  is  very  dense  and  probably  cannot  be 
mitigated,  plus  will  require  huge  archaeological  excavations. 

On  a  personal  note,  my  family  and  I  have  spent  many  days  enjoying 
the  intensely  wild  area  near  Grasemere,  Wickahoney  and  in  the  Jarbidge 
itself.  We  find  incredible  solitude  and  have  always  encoutered  many 
prehistoric  sites  and  evidence  of  Native  American  use. 

Our  last  trip  was  virtually  a  walk  through  yards  and  yards  of 
petroglyphs  that  will  be  in  or  near  the  Grasmere  drop  zone.  It  is 
intolerable  to  think  that  this  museum  of  cultural  richness,  the  rare  plants 
and  special  riparian  zones  will  be  torn  up  for  emitters,  roads  and  propane 
generators. 

I  would  like  to  add  that  on  our  recent  trip,  my  eight  year  old  son 
boasted  that  he  saw  thirty  kinds  of  flowers  in  bloom.  Think  of  that,  a 
youngster  can  admire  and  distinguish  that  many  species,  even  if  he  can’t 
name  them  all.  This  kind  of  resource  does  not  need  the  unecessary 
impacts  of  a  training  range  that  easily  can  make  use  of  established  areas 
not  far  away  in  Utah  and  Nevada. 


OOG3S7 

that  we  are  a  nation  of  laws.  The  Department  of  Defense  cannot  ignore 
cumulative  effects,  NEPA  or  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act.  It 
must  comply  fully  with  these  statutes.  The  Air  Force  cannot  choose  to 
gloss  over  the  demanding  parts  of  them.  When  we  fail  to  uphold  our  laws 
fully,  then  truly  our  freedom  and  safety  is  threatened. 


This  should  not  be  a  “tragic'’  choice  of  protecting  resources  that  are 
breathtakingly  historic,  beautiful  and  wild  ...  Versus  giving  the  Air  Force  a 


more  convenient  training  range  that  saves  on  jet  fuel. 


The  only  reality  is 
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Paul  Poorman 
5230  N.  Black  Cat  Rd 
Meridian,  ID  83642 
June  9,  1997 


U  S.  Air  Force/BLM 
P.O.  Box  329 
Boiie,  ID83701-0329 
ORAL  COMMENTS: 

GE-2  Hello  My  name  is  Paul  Poorman,  and  rm  a  resident  of  Meridian.  ID.  I  ^  StiA ki*  ** 

At 

The  latest  bombing  range  proposal  Environmental  Impact  Statement  reflects  years  of  work 
and  millions  of  dollars  in  expense,  yet  corrects  few,  if  any,  of  the  problems  of  previous 
statements 


DP-7 


The  fundamental  problem  is  still  present,  mainly  that  the  justification  for  the  range  hinges 
on  special  training  needs  for  the  composite  wing.  If  the  composite  wing  was  not  based  in 
Idaho,  then  there  would  be  no  need  for  the  new  range.  Since  the  two  activities  are  linked, 
then  the  environmental  impact  statement  must  show  the  cumulative  impacts  for  both 
activities. 


Paul  Poorman  Bombing  Range  Written  Comments  June  9,  1997  Page  2 


The  noise  annoyance  studies  used  by  the  Air  Force  to  estimate  the  effect  on  people  of 
military  aircraft  are  completely  irrelevant.  The  EIS  should  use  studies  of  the  effects  of 
aircraft  overflights  on  people  in  a  wilderness  setting,  since  that  is  what  they  doing  If 
complete  studies  on  that  type  of  noise  are  not  available,  then  only  the  portions  of  the 
r!v«ilable  studies  that  use  aircraft  noise  over  wilderness  areas  should  be  used.  In  addition, 
BI>9  the  EIS  should  include  effects  of  loud  aircraft  on  the  sensitive  bearing  and  airvival  of 
I  bighorn  sheep  and  other  wildlife, 

Using  the  Bruneau-Jarbidge  area  for  the  target  area  is  a  mistake.  This  area  is  used  by 
hundreds  of  boaters  and  hikers  every  year.  The  deep  canyons  and  scenic  highlands  of  this 
area  create  a  quality  recreation  experience  and  significant  wildlife  habitat  Tbe  EIS  should 
include  some  real  alternatives  instead  of  minor  variations  on  the  same  theme.  For 
example,  one  alternative  might  be  to  exapnd  the  existing  Saylor  Creek  range  toward 
Glenn’s  Ferry  and  move  the  heavy  air  traffic  out  of  the  Owyhee  Canyonlinds 


PN-14 


Lastly,  I  have  a  hard  time  trusting  the  justification  for  the  range  An  Inspector-General 
Audit  report  states  that  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  training  facilities  are  adequate.  The 
same  report  concluded  that  the  Air  Force  was  overestimating  the  inconvenience  of  using 


remote  ranges. 


Instead,  the  Air  Force  has  conveniently  chosen  to  use  the  last  few  years  as  a  baseline  for 
environmental  impact,  artificially  diminishing  the  additional  impact  of  the  new  activities. 

In  fact,  the  increased  presence  of  military  aircraft  has  already  degraded  the  solitude  and 
wildlife  habitat  of  the  Owyhees  and  military  use  needs  to  decrease,  not  increase. 

Now  let  us  discuss  noise.  The  EIS  averages  tbe  noise  that  the  jets  produce  over  a  24  hour 
period  and  uses  that  method  to  claim  that  a  jet  is  quieter  than  an  indoor  room.  That's  like 
saying  a  hot  oven  won’t  bum  you  since  it’s  only  used  for  one  hour  a  day.  The  potential 
for  disruption  of  recreationists  and  wildlife  is  grossly  underestimated  with  this  method,  and 
NO  4  l true  environmental  effects  are  masked.  The  Air  Force  should  report  the  expected 
|  number  of  sonic  booms  and  the  maximum  daily  sound  levels. 


In  summary,  the  Air  Force  should  provide  a  real  justification  for  this  new’  bombing  range 
The  EIS  should  compare  real  alternatives.  Noise  and  environmental  impict  assessments 
should  use  a  pre-1992  baseline.  And  lastly,  the  Air  Force  should  stop  lying  with  statistics 
to  try  to  say  that  the  afterburners  from  s  military  jet  and  the  resultant  sonic  booms  are 
quieter  than  an  air  conditioner. 


The  existing  noise  level  in  the  Owyhee  Canyonlinds  is  too  high.  In  numerous  hiking 
boating,  and  biking  trips  that  I  have  taken  over  the  last  few  years,  the  silence  has  been 
aimless  military  jets  going  around  in  circles.  The  disruptions  have  lasted 
anywhere  from  an  hour  to  all  day.  I've  even  seen  B-52's  flying  below  me  from  tbe  top  of 
Three  Fingers  Rock,  in  Eastern  Oregon.  The  military  use  is  already  too  high: 


DP-5 


Use  of  1992-1996  baseline  for  aircraft  noise  conveniently  ignores  the  drastic  increase  in 
aircraft  noise  after  the  composite  wing  beddown  Comparing  the  new  noise  levels  with 
pre-1992  levels  would  show  how  much  true  impact  the  military  overflights  are  having 
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GE-1  JENNY  BUSH-CIARK  TESTIMONY  JUNE  13,  1997  BOISE  IDAHO 

000359 

JRBC  PAGE  2 

GOOD  EVENING.  MY  NAME  IS  JENNY  BUSH-CLARIC  AND  1  LIVE  IN 

TIME.  EFFORT,  COMMITMENT  AND  SACRIFICE  THAT  IS  NEEDED  TO 

COEUR  D'ALENE  IDAHO  AND  1  WORK  AS  A  MEDICAL  SOCIAL  WORKER 

TRAIN.  IN  ORDER  TO  EXCEL.  ONE  MUST  GO  BEYOND  THAT  EFFORT. 

AND  CLINICAL  PSYCHOTHERAPIST  IN  SILVERTON  IDAHO.  1  AM 

1  CAN  APPRECIATE  WHAT  THE  AIR  FORCE  CAN  PERCEIVE  IT  NEEDS  TO 

SPEAKING  AS  A  PRIVATE  CITIZEN  WHO  HAS  SEVERAL  CONCERNS 

HAVE  "THE  RIGHT  STUFF".  AS  AN  ATHLETE,  HOWEVER,  1  HAVE 

ABOUT  THE  DRAFT  ENVIRONMENTAL  STATEMENT  FOR  THE  AIR  FORCE 

LEARNED  THAT  GOING  AT  FULL  THROTTLE  ALL  THE  TIME,  IS 

PROPOSAL  FOR  A  BOMB  RANGE  IN  THE  OWYHEE  CANYONLANDS 

DEFEATING  AND  COUNTER  PRODUCTIVE.  IN  ORDER  TO  BE  AND  DO 

AREA.  1  WANT  TO  SPECIFICALLY  ADDRESS  MY  OWN  EXPERIENCES 

MY  BEST,  1  MUST  "TAPER."  TAPERING  IS  A  PROCESS  OF  PERFORMING 

WITH  TRAINING. 

LESS  AND  PACING,  IN  GIVING  MY  BODY  AND  MIND  AN  OPPORTUNITY 

TO  INTEGRATE,  TO  EVALUATE,  AND  TO  SET  REALISTIC  GOALS 

AS  A  NATIONALLY  RANKED  US  WOMAN'S  MARATHON  RUNNER 

DEPENDING  UPON  THE  OPPOSITION.  IN  OTHER  WORDS.  IN  ORDER  TO 

AND  FORMER  TRI-ATHLETE,  1  HAVE  EXPERIENCED  RIGOROUS  AND 

PREPARE  TO  BE  THE  BEST,  1  MUST  DO  LESS. 

CONCENTRATED  INTENSE  TRAINING  FOR  MY  EVENTS.  1  AM  AWARE 

OF  THE 

ON  JUNE  FIRST  THE  SEATTLE  TIMES  STORY  BY  DAVID  WOOD 

000359 

000359 

HEADLINED  "PILOTS  FLEE  AIR  FORCE  IN  DROVES".  HE  WROTE  FROM 

JRBC02.SRA  PAGE  4 

LANGLEY  AIR  FORCE  BASE  IN  VIRGINIA.  THAT  "MANY  AIR  FORCE 

THE  FACT  THAT  THE  "AIR  FORCE’S  TOP  PILOTS  ARE  QUITTING  IN 

PILOTS  TODAY  ARE  TIRED,  FRUSTRATED  AND  ANGRY"  AND  THAT 

DROVES".  AM  WONDERING  IF  THIS  IS  THE  BEST  TIME  FOR 

"THEY  HAVE  LITTLE  TRUST  IN  THE  INTEGRITY  OF  THE  AIR  FORCE  OR 

ENHANCEMENT?  DO  WE  NEED  TO  DO  AN  DRAFT  EIS  REPORT  ON  THE 

THEIR  POLITICAL  LEADERS  THEY  COMPLAIN  OF  BEING  LIED  TO." 

STATUS  OF  THE  AIR  FORCE  TOO?" 

"THIS  YEAR,  THE  AIR  FORCE  EXPECTS  TO  LOSE  414  PILOTS,  MORE 

THANK  YOU. 

THAN  HALF  OF  ITS  MOST  EXPERIENCED  AVIATORS.  THAT  MEANS 

A:JRBC02.SRA 

LESS  EXPERIENCED  PILOTS  ARE  OVERLOADED  WITH  WORK." 

THIS  IS  NOT  GOOD  NEWS  FOR  THE  AIR  FORCE  OR  FOR  US.  1 

SUGGEST,  THAT  WITH  THE  COLD  WAR  CRISIS  BEHIND  US,  AND  THE 

MANY  NEEDS  FOR  OUR  SCARE  RESOURCE  WHETHER  THEY  BE  TIME  OR 

MONEY  THAT  WE  HAVE  OUR  NATIONAL  DEFENSE  LOOK  AT  SOME 

"TAPERING."  GIVEN  THE  CURRENT  STATUS  OF  THE  AIR  FORCE  AND 
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Lee  &A1  McGItnsky 
12713  Memory  Lane 
Nampa,  10  83686 

USAF/BLM 

PO  Box  329 

Boise,  ID  83701-0329 
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Dear  People: 


Re:  The  Enhanced  Training  Idaho  Bombing  Range 


GE-1  What  a  strange  world  it  is  that  has  native  Idahoans  pleading  to  strangers 
and  agencies  from  across  the  country  in  order  to  keep  this  nation’s 
treasures  from  being  bombed  by  U.  S.  forces  in  peacetime.  Nevertheless,  I 
am  here  to  do  so. 

Perhaps  many  of  those  given  authority  in  this  weird  process  have  not 
walked  the  lands  over  which  you  would  zoom,  on  which  you  would  practice 
bombing,  nor  sat  near  or  floated  down  rivers  we  know  well  as  the  Owyhee, 
the  Bruneau,  the  Jarbidge  or  Deep  Creek. 

These  canyons,  the  wildlife  and  the  wilderness  areas  are  far  too  rare 
resources  in  and  of  themselves  to  be  spent  so  carelessly  as  military 
bombing  practice  would  require. 

If  practice  you  must,  do  so  in  hi-tech  Link  Trainer  type  simulators  you 
could  develop  at  far  lesser  cost.  Or  do  it  on  existing  bombing  ranges  such 
as  that  at  Saylor  Creek,  nearby  or  on  already  established  training  ranges 
in  Utah  or  Nevada,  offering  navigational  training  opportunities  as  well. 

Put  briefly,  the  so  called  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho  Bombing  Range  is  not 
in  any  way  an  idea  necessary  or  important,  especially  at  this  time  when 
the  opportunities  for  cooperation  and  peace  among  once  confronting 
nations  enable  us  to  reduce  military  expenditures  which  could  serve  more 
important,  and  real,  social  needs.  Drop  It,  not  bombs,  in  Idaho. 


Sincerely, 


tiJL  h 


Training  Ra.ge  Remarks 

,  t 

GE-1  I  am  a  conservationist.  I  am  concerned  about  wildlife,  having 

enough  clean  air  and  water.  I  am  definitely  nftf-fnr  devetopersiir 

maay4ftstancesi  However,  I  am  also  a  retired  military  officer.  I 

am  proud  to  have^ served 

pilot,  forty  Observations  on  the  opposition  to  the  training  range  ^ 
/seem  to  revolve  around  whether  the  range  is  needed  and  the  1 
l  adverse  affects  on  thevvildlife  and  public  use  of  the  land  in  that  ! 
Wj  hope  to  address  those  issues.  J  (U  iL,  '  JJmLa 


I  also  do  not  want  us  or  our  government  to  create  a  situation  that 
would  be  permanently  detrimental  to  our  environment  or 
wildlife.  I  do  know  that  humans  and  wildlife  are  extremely 
adaptable.  My  own  experience  with  wildlife  on  or  near  jet 
airbases  and  target  areas  suggests  that  the  wildlife  flourishes  in 
those  places.  As  a  mftftcr-of  faet,  thc-wHdlrfe  have  posed-a 

wi  ldUfe irUd ah o * wDificrbe^ any  d i /fhe" plaxi  proposed  is^ ■ 
much  different  than  the  original  plan  and  takes  steps  to  reduce  , 
the  direct  threat  to  the  wildlife,  especially  during  their  birthing  ■ 


wildlife  in  Idaho  would  be  any  different,  /fhe  plan  proposed  is^ 
much  different  than  the  original  plan  and  takes  steps  to  reduce 
the  direct  threat  to  the  wildlife,  especially  during  their  birthing  V*  JL.+J* 
seasonyWhat^vid^nce^xists-to  prove  that  these  flights-will  * 
haye^ong  tenn^adverse-affe^  shcep^goats,  deer, 
aijtetepe-tmt^^  Like  us,they  will  ignore  the  flights  A^t^X 

after  awhile.  I  believe  the  helocopter  flightsjto^ount  the  u  ktJj  L 
animals  are  more  threatening  because  thej^ are  chased  for  ^ 

extended  periods  of  time.  A  jet  traveling  at  420  MPH  travels  at  ti- 
7  miles  per  minute  or  about  1  mile  every  8  seconds.  The  jet  and 
its  noise  will  be  gone  almost  before  the  animal  can  react. 

Another  example  of  wildlife  adapting  was  in  evidence  last  fall. 

While  afield  last  fall  in  Elmore  county  I  observed  several  herds 
of  elk.  These^kA^xejwftMnT  -  3  rnit^efa-helocepteHegging 


000361 


<epetatkmr  One  herd  in  particular  was  less  than  Vfymile  of  direct 
over  flights  and  the  actual  logging  operation.  They  were 
unaffected.  They  were  more  affected  by  my  presence  than  that 
of  the  noisy,  low  flying  helocopter’s. 


or  someone  else. 


ffange  plan  also  is  much  improve  in  regard 
concerns  for  overflights  and  protection  of 


^Tfiffcurrent  trainipj 
| to  Native  Amendar 
Itheir  sacred  lands. 


I  feel  I  have  a  very  good  understanding  of  the  training 
requirements  needed  to  maintain  a  pilots  proficiency  for  success 
in  a  combat  situation.  I  also  firmly  believe  that  the  world  is  not 
as  safe  a  place  to  live  as  some  others  might  lead  you  to  believe. 
Tor  example,  China  is  NOT  our  friend  and  opposes  us  on 
several  fronts.  The  collapse  of  the  Soviet  Union  has  not 
necessarily  reduced  the  threat  in  eastern  Europe.  Just  look  at 
how  volatile  the  Bosnian  situation  was  and  may  be  again  after 
we  pull  out. 

Because  of  our  current  role  and  the  potential  for  other  more 
vojatilejgles,  our  aircrews  and  other  members  of  OUR  military 


be  100%  effective,  or  a  close  as  possible,  when 
they  arrive  in  a  hostile  environment.  If  any  of  you  play  golf, 
softball,  bridge  or  go  white  water  rafting  you  know  that  if  you 
haven’t  done  those  things  in  a  while  you  are  rusty  and  need_to 
practice  or  get  in  shape  to  perform  at  peak  performance  levels. 
While  most  of  the  things  we  do  like  that  are  not  life  threatening, 
military  operations  are  and  if  everyone  isn’t  in  shape  or 
proficient  people  can  be  killed,  OUR  OWN  PEOPLE.  My 
experience  as  a  trained  aviation  safety  officer  has  led  me  to 
ttL-oA  -feettevchhat  while  our  aircrews  are  extremely  confident  ir^vhat 
they  do,  if  their  current  skill  level  is  not  up  to  the  same  level  as 
their  confidence  they  are  many  times  more  apt  to  kill  themselves 


We  expect  the  military  to  succeed  without  hurting  our  own 
people.  The  complexities  of  battle  are  enormous.  Musrtjf  <mr 
fflUUaqiaetions  in  recent  history'  have  been  multi  -force 
environments- with  trem^ndm^coordination  required.  The 
multiple  aircraft  environment  is  complex  and  cannot  be 
accomplished  without  previous  and  current  skill.  The  timing  of 
the  evolutions  is  split  second.  Having  flown  out  of  a  base  with 
limited  training  environment  I  understand  the  need  to  provide 
our  aircrews  the  kind  of  facility  that  the^aining^area^roposiB) 
would  provide.  ItTnly  able  to  have  access  ^aquaI?tyranges~ohce  ) 

/(fr  twice  a  year/ we  spenfWeeks  gettipg^ready  to  beableto 
prepare  to  make  the  best  use^f^histraining  and  j/onlylasted  a 
few  weeks  (if  that  long)  afterlt  wa^over.  I  also  know  that  when/ 
you  don’t  own  the  range'fhcility  you  don’t  get  the  opportunity  to 
l^etrange  times  when  you  need  them. _ _ 

The  military  is  being  asked  to  do  more  with  less,  but  without  a 
local  range  the  time  and  money  spent  to  maintain  the  aircrew 
proficiency  will  be  costly. 

rL ‘  </V'-  — 

Please-remember  that  asritmg-asrthg^ircraft  ovepyonrheacBrave 
.-White  stars  oniilJie4)ackfflounds^h^^re-0UR-men-andJ>vomen. 
Preparing  and  training  to  protect  us  at  nearly  any  cost  so  we  can 
enjoy  the  many,  many  benefits  of  living  in  the  greatest  country 
in  the  world.  If  you  have  never  been  out  of  this  country  to  see 
how  other  people  live,  you  should  do  it.  You  would  appreciate 
what  we  have  here  even  more.  The  FREE  in  freedom  is  NOT 
FREE. 
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Ora!  Testimony 

Department  of  the  Air  Force  -  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
from  Wendy  L.  Wilson  and 
Idaho  Rivers  United 
June  13.  1997 

GE-2  Background  and  Postion 

Idaho  Rivers  United  is  a  non-profit  citizens  group  working  to  protect 
wild  rivers  and  healthy  watersheds.  Most  of  our  1,600  members  are 
recreational  users  (or  used  to  be)  and  I  speak  for  the  majority  of 
them  in  opposition  to  all  of  the  current  alternatives  in  this  DEIS 
including  the  No  Action  Alternative  which  we  feel  is  based  on  a 
legally-defident  baseline  level  of  related  activities. 

We  will  prepare  additional  written  comments  for  the  record  as  we 
have  for  all  the  other  hearings  on  this  subject.  Idaho  Rivers  United 
was  founded  in  1990,  in  part  because  of  the  threat  to  the  Bruneau- 
Jarbidge  and  Owyhee  river  systems  from  the  proposed  Saylor  Creek 
Air  Force  Range  expansion.  Our  people  are  tired  of  this  game  and 
don't  want  to  be  here  every  year.  We  still  believe  that  turning  the 
wild  Owyhee  Canyonlands  into  a  supersonic  battlefield  is 
shortsighted  and  wrong.  . 

Timing  for  Project  is  No  Longer  Appropriate 

times  are  changing  in  Idaho  and  time  is  running  out  for  approval  of 
this  project.  The  farther  we  get  from  the  cold  war,  the  less  clear  is 
the  military  need  for  this  project.  The  Department  of  Defense  still 
has  not  done  a  programatic  review  of  the  need  for  this  project. 

The  demographics  of  Idaho  have  changed  and  competition  for  use  of 
the  land  has  increased.  Hundreds  of  thousands  more  people  live  in 
Idaho  than  when  this  project  was  first  proposed.  The  societal  values 
of  solitude,  quiet,  and  wild  lands  have  increased  This  proposal  is  a 

dinosaur  that  has  not  changed  with  the  times. 


Impacts  of  Alternatives  Not  Adequately  Reviewed 

Tm  a  river  runner.  The  Owyhee  Canyonlands  and  Glen  Canyon  (now 
flooded  behind  Glen  Canyon  Dam  on  the  Colorado  River)  share  the 
disadvantage  of  being  a  Place  No  One  Knew,  They  are  both  places  of 
beautiful,  wild  rivers,  wild  animals,  and  native  ecosystems  that  few 
people  have  ever  had  a  chance  to  appreciate.  So  let  me  tell  you  what 
I've  seen  before  it  is  too  late  to  protect  this  special  place. 


•  On  the  Owyhee  River  a  person  can  drift  downstream  for  20  days 
and  encounter  just  one  road.  This  will  change  under  this  proposal. 

•  I  have  hiked  and  boated  for  weeks  without  seeing  another  person. 
That  will  change  under  this  proposal.  : 

•  !‘ve  been  hit  in  the  canyons  by  a  sonic  boom  so  big  that  I  thought 
I  had  been  fatally  shot.  I  don’t  believe  the  noise  pollutions 

rprojeetions  in  this  DEIS  because  they  do  not  acknowledge  that  this 
[even  happens 

Impacts  to  Wild  Lands: 

•  Tve  been  stuck  in  mud  up  to  my  axles  on  the  desert  adobe.  I 

don’t  believe  that  EIS  adequately  addresses  the  impacts  of  hauling 
gravel  into  the  high  desert  to  improve  roads. 


If  you  sit  by  the  river  and  sing  to  yourself,  bighorn  sheep  come  to 
the  canyon  edge  above  you  to  watch.  That  will  change  under  this 
proposal  and  has  already  started  to  change  under  the  Mno  action" 
baseline  condition. 


•  In  the  canyonlands  a  person  can  find  caves  with  drying  racks  : 
made  out  of  slicks  for  fish  that  haven't  come  up  river  in  a 
hundred  years. 

•  You  can  walk  across  a  river  benchlands  and  see  hundreds  of  tiny 
glinting  rock  flakes  chipped  by  hunters. 

Under  this  proposal  there  will  be  more  people  on  new  roads  going  to 
the  emitter  sites,  and  vandalism  will  change  these  things 
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Suggested  Action 

1)  The  future  is  already  uncertain  for  all  of  these  fragile  resources. 
This  EIS  should  be  withdrawn  and  the  project  reconsidered 

2)  With  the  BLM's  help,  a  new  or  supplementation  EIS  should 
include  protection  alternatives  as  well  as  training  range  alternatives 
The  BLM  needs  to  adopt  much  stronger  land  protection  policies 
through  the  Resource  Management  Plan  Process.  The  Owyhee  could 
be  protected  by  Congress  as  a  National  Conservation  Area  or  by  the 
Administration  as  a  specially  managed  Area  of  Critical  Environmental 
Concern.  These  options  would  be  precluded  if  this  current  proposal 

is  adopted  and  should  be  considered  now  before  it  is  too  late. 

3)  Federal  action  to  withdrawing  the  DEIS  would  allow  federal 
agencies  to  consult  with  each  other  about  overall  direction  of  military 
expansion  in  the  West.  The  left  hand  does  not  know  what  the  right 

"Band  is  doing.  For  example,  why  aren’t  the  findings  of  the 
Integrated  Scientific  Assessment  for  Ecosystem 
Management  in  the  Interior  Columbia  Basin  incorporated  into 
_this  DEIS? 

Right  now  citizens  are  preparing  comments  on  the  Upper  Columbia 
DEIS  that  identifies  the  most  important  problems  facing  land 
managers  in  the  region  as  follows:!)  reducing  wildfire  risks.  2) 
restoring  fish  and  aquatic  habitat,  3)  reducing  road  related 
sedimentation,  and  4)  reducing  the  spread  of  noxious  weeds.  Yet  the 
Air  Force  DEIS  proposed  to  increase  risk  of  wildfire,  potentially  harm 
fish  and  aquatic  habitat,  increase  in  road-related  sedimentation  and 
g'round  disturbance  that  could  lead  to  more  noxious  weeds. 


A  supersonic  battlefield  would  drown  this  country.  Like  Glen 
Canyon,  slowly  filling  up  with  mud  behind  a  huge  dam.  the  wild 
rivers  and  the  solitude  of  the  Owyhee  would  slowly  be  destoyed  if 
the  Air  Force  remains  deaf  to  these  problems. 


The  best  future  of  the  Owyhee  Canyonlands  is  bad  roads,  lousy 
weather,  silence  and  rattlesnakes.  The  Air  Force  luckily  can’t  do 
anything  about  the  weather  and  the  rattlesnakes.  But  their  roads 
and  their  noise  will  change  this  courtry  forever. 

Even  though  the  Air  Force  has  been  sent  back  to  the  drawing  board 
twice  they  still  haven’t  gotten  the  message  This  is  the  wrong  time 
and  place  for  this  proposal. 
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Economic  Analysis  and  Noise  Modeling  In  The 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS) 
on 

Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho 


GE-2 


William  J.  Weida 
Professor  of  Economics 
The  Colorado  College 


Introduction 

My  name  is  William  J.  Weida.  I  was  bom  and  raised  in  Idaho  Falls,  Idaho  and  currently 
maintain  a  residence  in  McCall,  Idaho.  I  am  employed  as  a  Professor  in  the  Economics  and 
Business  Department  of  The  Colorado  College  where  I  specialize  in  defense  economics,  statistics, 
and  econometric  modeling.  I  received  a  BS  in  engineering  from  the  US  Air  Force  Academy,  an 
MBA  from  UCLA,  and  a  Doctorate  in  Econometrics  and  Operations  Research  from  the  University 
of  Colorado.  I  was  a  member  of  the  Economics  Department  at  the  US  Air  Force  Academy  for  1 1 
yean,  the  last  two  of  which  I  was  chair.  I  was  an  economist  in  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of 
Defense  for  three  years,  and  I  retired  from  the  Air  Force  as  a  Colonel  in  1985. 

While  serving  in  the  Air  Force,  I  was  a  combat  pilot  in  Vietnam  with  200  comhat  missions. 
Later,  working  as  an  economist,  I  developed  a  method  of  modeling  research  and  development 
costs  that  I  successfully  applied  to  a  variety  of  projects  ranging  from  the  B-l  bomber  to  nuclear 
warheads.  This  model  provided  the  first  forecast  of  overruns  on  the  B-l  bomber,  and  it  is  now 
used  to  forecast  and  monitor  development  costs  for  laser  projects  associated  with  the  SDI.  I  also 
served  as  the  director  of  the  in-house  Air  Force  team  that  reviewed  the  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  for  the  racetrack  deployment  of  the  MX  missile  in  Utah.  I  have  authored  four  books  on 
defense  economic  issues  and  have  contributed  chapters  to  numerous  other  books  on  the  same 
topic. 


June  13,  1997 
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Executive  Summary 


The  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho  DEIS  is  about  noise  and  the  effect  noise  will  have  on  the 
people,  wildlife,  and  economies  in  rural  and  wilderness  areas  of  Idaho.  There  are  two  ways  to 
determine  how  annoyed  people  are  by  aircraft  noise: 

{1]  test  their  annoyance  with  the  actual  noise  they  will  experience  in  the  environment  in  which  the 
experience  will  occur  or 

[2]  use  twenty-year-old  surveys  on  reactions  to  a  different  kind  of  noise  by  unrelated  groups  of 
people  living  in  foreign,  urban  environments. 

The  United  States  Air  Force  (USAF)  has  chosen  to  pursue  the  second  course.  As  a  result,  the 
DEIS  for  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho  has  the  following  major  deficiencies: 


failure  10  provide  adequate  rationale  for  the  nronosed  action: 

PN  Idl  7,16  Department  of  Defense  Inspector  General,  the  Deputy  Director  of  the  Air  Force  for  Test, 
[Systems  Engineering,  and  Evaluation,  and  the  Air  Force  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff,  Plans  and 
“Jiperations  all  found  or  claimed  that  the  expansion  planned  by  the  Air  Force  is  either  not  adequately 
PN  9  [justified  or  not  necessary.  However,  this  DEIS  provide  no  cost  benefit  analysis  for  the  decision 
Lspnceming  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho. 


Failure  to  test  against  the  true  "No-Action”  alternative: 
r»p  c  The  Air  Force  has  used  noise  levels  associated  with  the  Composite  Wing  as  the  baseline  (No- 

Action  Alternative)  instead  of  the  true  No  Action  alternative  of  the  force  structure  that  preceded  the 
jurival  of  the  Composite  Wing. 


^0-12 

SO-5 

SO-8 

SO -6 


Failure  to  adequately  consider  economic  impacts  from  proposed  activities: 

(1)  Costs  arising  from  Enhanced  Training  are  shifted  from  the  residents  of  Elmore  County  to  the 
inhabitants  of  the  Duck  Valley  Reservation  and  Owyhee  County. 

(2)  Economic  benefits  from  Enhanced  Training  are  narrowly  focused  on  Elmore  and  Ada 
Counties. 

”D)  Noise  of  the  land  generated  by  the  proposed  activity  has  been  found  to  lower  the  value  of 
property  by  .5  to  1.9%  of  the  market  value  per  decibel  of  acoustic  measurement. 

(4)  The  incorrect  No  Action  alternative  in  the  DEIS  cannot  be  evaluated  by  the  information 
presented  in  the  socioeconomic  section  of  the  DEIS  because  the  economic  information  predates  the 
activity  it  is  supposed  to  analyze  by  at  least  four  years. 

“(5)  There  is  good  evidence  that  Composite  Wing  flying  activity  cut  recreation  revenues  in  Owyhee 
county  by  about  30%  in  1995  and  1996. 

(6)  Losses  in  recreation  revenue  from  Composite  Wing  activity  already  translate  to  a  "tax"  of  about 
_S35.00  on  each  citizen  of  Owyhee  County  or  a  "tax”  of  about  5100  on  each  family. 


NO-20 


Failure  to  adequately  consider  cumulative  impacts: 

The  DEIS  limits  its  consideration  to  single  aircraft,  and  it  does  not  adequately  discuss  the 
cumulative  effects  of  noise  and  other  environmental  degradation  that  would  devolve  from 
Composite  Wing  maneuvers. 


NO-1 

NO-5 

NO-2 


Failure  to  properly  account  for  Aircraft  Noise: 

(1)  The  DEIS  uses  noise  figures  for  MTRs  instead  of  the  higher  figures  for  MOAs  that  account  for 
die  maneuvering  that  takes  place  in  combat  training.  The  Air  Force  is  urged  to  refer  to  the 
documents  it  used  in  the  Pennsylvania  National  Guard  EIS  on  MOA  expansion  where  the  Air 
Force  itself  showed  that  higher  noise  levels  are  appropriate. 

(2)  The  noise  analysis  in  the  DEIS  is  based  on  a  mix  of  tram,  railroad,  road  and  aircraft  noise  in 
urban  communitics-not  on  aircraft  noise  in  a  wilderness  environment.  Using  either  the  Schultz  or 
USAF  models  to  predict  noise/annoyance  relationships  is  analogous  to  claiming  that  someone  who 
is  highly  annoyed  by  aircraft  noise  will  become  less  annoyed  if  additional  noise  is  created  by 
automobiles,  trains  or  trams. 


NO-19 


NO-21 

NO-19 

NO-11 


(3)  Schuttz's  model  underestimates  the  percentage  of  people  who  arc  annoyed  by  urban  noise  in 
the  50  to  75  dB  range  by  7  to  13  percent.  The  1991  study  by  Fidell,  Barber  and  Schultz  confirmed 
that  the  Schultz  curve  consistently  and  substantially  underestimated  annoyance  with  aircraft  noise, 

(4)  The  USAF  model’s  incorrect  curve  underestimates  the  number  of  people  annoyed  by  urban 
noise  in  the  40  to  70  dB  range  by  15  to  20  percent. 

(5)  Noise/annoyance  estimates  in  the  DEIS  are  less  than  half  the  actual  percentage  of  people  highly 
annoyed  with  aircraft  noise. 

(6)  A  number  of  well  accepted  studies  and  court  decisions  over  the  last  20  years  show  that 
annoyance  with  aircraft  noise  is  about  twice  as  high  as  that  predicted  by  the  Air  Force.  By  not 
referring  to  any  of  these  studies,  the  Air  Force  and  its  contractors  have  ignored  substantial  evidence 
that  higher  levels  of  annoyance  exist  for  aircraft.  This  violates  the  NEPA  and  raises  serious 
questions  about  the  thoroughness  and  unbiasedness  of  this  DEIS. 

jj)  A  model  based  on  aircraft  noise  only  shows  that  all  aircraft  the  Air  Force  proposes  to  fly  in  the 
DEIS  will  exceed  a  53  dB  annoyance  benchmark  at  all  altitudes  and  that  all  four  alternatives  in  the 
DEIS  exceed  this  level  for  cumulative  dB  at  50  percent  or  more  of  their  reference  points. 

18)  A  1992  Forest  Service  study  that  suggests  persons  in  wilderness  settings  are  at  least  ten  times 
more  sensitive  to  aircraft  noise  than  those  in  urban  settings.  The  Air  Force  discussion  of  this  study 
fails  to  mention  this  finding  and  its  interpretation  of  the  data  in  the  rest  of  the  study  is  questionable 
to  the  point  of  being  disingenuous. 

19)  The  1996  USAF  ESOH  Handbook  states  clearly  that  the  Air  Force  itself  is  well  aware  its  sound 
studies  are  inadequate  and  that  they  arc  not  defensible.  It  states  that  “accurate  combined  annoyance 
prediction  from  both  types  of  operations  is  not  currently  available.''  And  the  Air  Force  claims  that 


new  and  refined  methods  of  analysis  are  needed  to.. .ensure  Air  Force  actions  in  response 
to  environmental  issues  arc  based  on  legally  defensible. ..analysis  methods.  The  dosage- 
response  relationship  on  which  the  Air  Force  currently  relics  for  predicting  the  annoyance 
of  exposure  to  sonic  booms. ..is  based  on  modest  amounts  of  information  about  repetitive 
and  expected  noise  exposures  in  residential  communities.  The  applicability  of  this 
relationship  to  many  settings  of  practical  interest  to  the  Air  Force  has  never  been 
demonstrated. 
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Detailed  Critique 

Failure  to  provide  adequate  rationale  for  the  proposed  action 
.The  courts  have  held  that- 

(1)  “NEPA-.-does  not  permit  (an]  agency  to  eliminate  from  discussion  or  consideration  [a] 

whole  range  of  alternatives  merely  because  they  would  achieve  only  some  purposes  of 
multi-purpose  project;  obviously,  any  genuine  alternative  to  propose  action  will  not  fully 
accomplish  all  goals ..."' 

(2)  "Purposes  of  NEPA  (42  USCS  $$  432 1  et  seq)  are  frustrated  when  considerations  of 

alternatives  and  collateral  effect  are  unreasonably  constricted..."1 

The  courts  have  further  held  that  "under  42  USCS  $  4332,  rule  of  reason  requires  agency 
to  consider  any  alternative  which  is  reasonable  under  circumstances;.."’  The  real  issue  here,  and 
one  that  the  DEIS  never  addresses,  is  the  minimum  the  Air  Force  can  live  with,  given  the  costs 
their  actions  levy  on  the  citizens  of  Idaho.  This  is  particularly  true  given  the  fact  that  the 
Department  of  Defense  Inspector  General,  the  Deputy  Director  of  the  Air  Force  for  Test,  Systems 
Engineering,  and  Evaluation,  and  the  Air  Force  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff.  Plans  and  Operations  all 
found  or  claimed  that  the  expansion  planned  by  the  Air  Force  is  either  not  adequately  justified  or 
not  necessary.4  Further,  the  Air  Force  itself  has  repeatedly  claimed  that  the  construction  of  a  new 
range  is  not  necessary  to  guarantee  that  Mountain  Home  AFB  remains  open  1  If  one  assumes  these 
statements  are  correct,  any  range  expansion  must  stand  on  its  own  based  on  the  arguments  outlined 
in  the  DEIS.  This  assumption  is  supported  by  the  fact  that  the  DEIS  iiself  makes  no  arguments  and 
presents  no  evidence  why  Mountain  Home  AFB  and  the  Idaho  Air  National  Guard  should  continue 
to  receive  federal  funding  at  any  level. 

When  reviewing  a  document  created  under  the  NEPA  process,  one  assumes  that  the  costs 
and  benefits  of  all  reasonable  alternatives  in  a  decision  process  have  been  evaluated.  However,  the 
authors  of  this  DEIS  provide  no  cost  benefit  analysis  for  the  decision  concerning  Enhanced 
Training  in  Idaho.  This  omission  is  particularly  egregious  given  the  comments  of  the  Defense 
Department  Inspector  General  two  yean  ago  that  “the  Air  force  cost  benefit  analysis  that  supports 
the  proposal  was  prematurely  formulated.. .A  final  decision  on  the  benefit  of  investing  in  the  ITR 
Should  not  be  made  until...!  cost  benefit  analysis  based  explicitly  on  [the]  requirements  is 
completed."*  And,  even  if  a  need  for  training  is  established,  the  DEIS  has  provided  no 
comparative  cost  and  benefit  evidence  to  show  that  this  training  could  be  better  done  in  Idaho. 

Thus,  this  DEIS  can  only  be  reviewed  with  the  understanding  that  it  is  not  a  true 
Environmental  Impact  Statement,  and  that  it  explores  only  one  basic  option  (with  several  sub- 
alternatives)  in  one  specific  location.  Not  only  does  this  detract  from  the  legitimacy  of  the  analysis 
conducted  in  the  DEIS,  but  the  failure  to  adequately  consider  other  alternatives  also  violates  the 
intent  of  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  which  requires  "assessing  the  potential  impacts  of 
the  proposed  action  and  d/remdrive;..."*  (Author's  Italics] 

Further,  by  arbitrarily  limiting  the  DEIS  to  the  area  around  Mountain  Home  AFB ,  the 
authors  have  refused  to  consider  several  perfectly  adequate,  existing  range  options  such  as  the 
Utah  Training  Range.  Would  it  be  cheaper  to  use  the  UTTR?  The  authors  of  the  DEIS  have  not 


considered  this  question.  In  fact,  the  Idaho  options  are  not  supported  by  any  economic  evidence 
and  are,  instead,  justified  by  several  references  to  "efficiency"  and  flying  time.  Efficiency,  in  the 
true  economic  sense,  implies  maximizing  benefits  for  some  amount  of  cost.  Such  costs  and 
benefits  are  broadly  defined,  meaning  that  total  dollar  and  social  costs  -  those  paid  in  taxes  and 
borne  by  the  average  citizen  -  are  what  are  important,  not  whether  an  Air  Force  pilot  spends  extra 
time  on  some  phase  of  a  mission. 

Efficiency  based  solely  on  flight  time  is  not  comparable  to  in  evaluation  of  the  total  costs 
and  benefits.  It  is  only  fair  to  note  that  under  the  Air  Force's  narrow  definition  of  time-based 
efficiency,  the  authors  of  the  DEIS  should  have  recommended  sites  in  Elmore  or  Ada  County  that 
were  as  close  to  Mountain  Home  AFB  as  possible,  not  sites  in  Owyhee  County. 

Since  this  DEIS  does  investigate  the  various  range  options,  it  is  necessary  to  refer  to  a 
previous,  withdrawn  DEIS  on  the  Saylor  Creek  Range  where  these  options  were  discussed.*  The 
Saylor  Creek  Ringe  is  one  of  TACs  smallest  ranges,  but  it  has  supported  the  Idaho  ANG,  SAC, 
and  TAC  aircraft  from  Nellis.  Cannon  and  other  units.  Further,  the  use  by  Mountain  Home  AFB 
aircraft  of  ranges  beyond  150  NM  from  Mountain  Home  was  feasible  according  to  the  1990  Tier 
One  DEIS.’  Since  1990,  plans  to  close  the  UTTR  have  been  discussed.'*  Thus,  not  only  is 
sufficient  range  time  available  to  accommodate  aircraft  from  Mountain  Home,  but  the  Air  Force  is 
now  in  the  questionable  position  of  crying  to  build  the  training  facilities  in  the  DEIS  ai  a  cost  of  at 
least  S12  million  while  doting  an  old  one  that  is  within  25  miles  (and  about  4  minutes)  of  an 
arbitrarily  established  distance  limit.'1  This  type  of  decision  process  makes  any  talk  of  economic 

effidency  meaningless.  . , 

According  to  the  Tier  One  DEIS,  the  cost  to  deploy  an  entire  squadron  to  Nellis.  AFB  for  I 
year  would  be  about  S2P500,000‘1  above  normal  operating  costs  in  1996  dollars.  This  cost  must 
be  compared  with  costs  that  might  be  incurred  by  other  options.  For  example,  the  SI  2  million 
proposed  to  be  spem  on  the  new  training  facilities  in  the  current  DEIS  would  support  one  squadron 
at  Nellis  for  about  five  yean.  Similarly,  although  the  cost  per  30  minute  sortie  at  the  Savior  Creek 
range  (S4300)  is  about  half  the  cost  of  a  similar  sortie  at  a  Utah  range  (S8800)1’,  SI2  million 
would  support  the  additional  cost  of  2670  sorties  to  the  Utah  range. 

Failure  to  test  against  the  true  “No-ActionM  alternative 

The  preparation  of  an  ELS  has.  as  a  basic  requirement,  the  evaluation  of  a  No- Action 
alternative.  The  reason  for  this  requirement  is  to  provide  a  baseline  against  which  all  other 
alternatives  can  be  measured  This  rationale  is  so  obvious  that  for  the  last  twenty  years  all  EISs 
have  compared  the  Proposed  Action  alternatives  to  the  No-Action  alternative. 

The  purpose  of  a  completed  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  and  the  data  it  includes 
(for  example,  the  noise  data  in  this  DEIS)  is  to  help  the  US  Air  Force  arrive  at  a  reasoned,  accurate 
estimate  of  the  environmental  damage  its  actions  will  entail.  Indeed,  the  courts  have  held  that  an 
EIS  should 

"provide  detailed  discussion  sufficient  to  allow  agency  decision  maker  to  fully  consider  in 
his  decisional  calculus  possible  environmental  effects  of  various  alternative  paths  agency 
might  choose. 


'Mathews  V  United  Stale*  Dep*.  of  Transportation  (1981.  WD  NO  527  F  SUPP  1055. 12  ELR  20345. 

•Greene  County  Planning  Board  v  Federal  Power  Com.  (1976,  CA2)  559  F2d  1227, 7  ELR  20101. 

•Resident*  in  Ptote*t-I-35E  v  Dole  (1984,  DC  Minn)  583  F  Supp  653. 

‘Audit  Rcnort-  Report  No.  95-274,  Office  of  ihe  Inspector  General.  US  Department  of  Defense.  Washington.  DC, 
June  30.  1995.  p.  i. 

■tLwrf  Wti  training  rang*  rw»p*  TV  Idaho  Statesman  November  5.  1993. 

' Audit  Report.  Op.  Cil.  pp.  l-ii. 

'Drift  Environmental  Imnan  Statement  nr  the  Idaho  Training  Rjnire.  US  Air  Force.  November,  1993,  p.  1-32. 


Eirwidrd  ("utility  U.S.  T^dcal  Air  Command.  February.  1990. 

’Ibid.  p.  2-20. 

“NoUentved.  N.S..  "Air  Force  aims  to  cloae  t  range,  **nd  million*  on  IndMsrir.  Falls  Tuna  Nc 
19.  1993. 

““Range  eo«!  noted  in  Confrea*  gives  OK  *  The  Pipeline  Mooniain  Home.  Idaho.  May  29. 1997. 
'•Tier  One:  Draft  Envtrcnroe nul  Impact  StizmcnL  Op.  Cil,  p.  2-23. 

“Ibul  p.  2-24. 

“Sierra  Club  v  Coleman  (1976,  DC  Dili  Cot)  421  F  Supp  63.  6  ELR  20798. 
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However,  in  this  DEIS  there  is  abundant  evidence  that  the  baseline  is  both  wrong  and  is  used  in  an 
erroneous  and  disingenuous  manner.  The  arrival  of  the  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air 
Force  Base  was  never  approved  by  an  adequate  EIS  process  and  the  Air  Force  was  taken  to  court 
and  lost  on  this  issue.  The  Air  Force  has  still  not  addressed  the  inadequacy  of  its  siting  of  the 
Composite  Wing,  but  it  has  used  the  noise  levels  associated  with  this  wing  as  the  baseline  (No- 
Action  Alternative)  from  which  other  alternatives  are  measured.  This  renders  all  comparative 
analysis  in  the  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho  moot  and  it  means  that  the  Air  Force  has  failed  to 
comply  with  one  of  the  most  fundamental  requirements  of  an  EIS. 

The  method  by  which  the  No- Action  Alternative  is  described  must  make  it  clear  exactly 
what  the  alternative  is.  The  courts  have  held  that  an  “environmental  impact  statement  complies 

with  NEPA  (42  USCS  }§432 1-4347) . when  it  makes  available  to  [the]  public  information  of 

(the]  proposed  project's  environmental  impact...'’  This  impact  is  clearly  the  difference  between 
the  status  quo  and  the  preferred  alternative. 

As  currently  structured,  the  DEIS  makes  no  attempt  to  address  the  actual  status  quo.  The 
courts  have  repeatedly  held  that  failure  to  address  the  status  quo  violates  the  intent  of  the  NEPA: 

(1)  “Duty  to  prepare  environmental  impact  statement  is  normally  triggered  when  there  is 

oroposal  to  change  status  quo..."1* 

(2)  “Treatment  of  alternatives  in  EiS  regarding  proposed  flood  control  project  was  deficient  in 

that  it  was  impossible  to  determine  from  EIS. ...present.. .(conditions].”' 

(3)  Statement  was  deficient  ind  "new  statement  is  necessary  to  supplement  previous 

statement  which  evaluated  different  set  of  control  programs  under  significantly  different 
circumstances.”' * 

(4)  "Injunction  [against  project)  would  be  granted.. . where.. ..S EIS  contained  inadequate 

discussion  of  no  action  alternative  and  failed  to  address  cumulative  impact  of  past, 
present, and  future  [actions]"'* 

The  intent  of  each  of  these  court  rulings  is  clear.  It  is  also  clear  that  unless  the  EIS 
considers  the  environmental  impact  of  its  proposals  based  on  the  noise  and  sorties  that  existed  prior 
to  the  arrival  of  the  Composite  Wing,  the  EIS  will  be  deficient  As  a  result,  any  decision  based  on 
a  comparison  between  the  alternatives  in  this  DEIS  and  what  the  DEIS  uses  as  its  No-Action 
alternative  is  fatally  flawed. 

Failure  to  Adequately  Consider  Economic  Impacts 

Cost  shifting: 

An  adequate  socioeconomic  analysis  must  consider  among  the  costs  those  external mes-the 
side  effects  associated  with  a  projcct-thai  fall  on  persons  other  than  those  responsible  for  the 
project.  In  the  case  of  Enhanced  Training  In  Idaho,  externalities  represent  costs  that  arise  from 
noise  pollution,  loss  of  land  use,  decreased  tourism,  and  other  factors.  Accounting  for  these  costs 
is  important,  because  costs  arising  from  externalities  are  shifted  from  the  residents  of  Elmore 
County  who  are  proposing  and  supporting  the  project  to  the  inhabitants  of  the  Duck  Valley 
Reservation  and  Owyhee  County.  In  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  Enhanced 
Training  In  Idaho  (DEIS),  the  major  negative  externality  is  clearly  the  noise  associated  with  aircraft 
operations.  If  this  noise  degrades  the  lifestyle  in  rural  areas  of  Idaho  or  the  wilderness  experience 
provided  by  the  lands  under  the  proposed  MOAs,  the  result  ooutd  be  both  economic  and  social 
losses  to  the  residents  of  Idaho. 


For  those  areas  outside  Elmore  County,  the  direct  impacts  of  the  Composite  Wing  and 
Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho  ire  likely  to  have  already  been  substantial.  Nelson  found  that  higher 
noise  levels  lower  the  value  of  property  by  .5  to  1.9%  of  the  market  value  per  decibel  or  acoustic 
measurement.**  And.  in  a  1993  paper.  Nicketl  found  that  the  fint  year  costs  to  Custer.  Saguache, 
and  Huerfano  Counties  of  Colorado  of  proposed  Air  National  Guard  flying  activities  would  be 
S4 .200.000  in  lost  real  esute  values  and  S2. 000.000  in  lost  recreation  values  in  1991  dollars. 

The  fact  that  losses  in  real  estate  values  do  occur  because  of  aircraft  noise  was  recently  confirmed 
by  the  courts  in  the  decision  on  Valley  Citizens  for  a  Safe  Environment  v  Aldridge  et  al.,  US 
District  Court  District  of  Massachusetts,  which  awarded  monetary  judgments  to  the  appellate s  for 
depreciated  real  esute  values  due  to  low  level  aircraft  traffic  from  Westovcr  Air  Force  Base.  (The 
actual  amounts  and  the  record  of  the  decision  were  sealed  by  the  court  at  the  request  of  the  Air 
Force.) 

Economic  statistics -baseline  mismatch: 

There  is  a  major  problem  with  the  economic  statistics  presented  in  this  DEIS.  First,  roost 
Statistics  are  six  or  more  years  old  and  hence,  end  before  the  increase  in  overflight  and  noise 
activity  that  accompanied  the  introduction  of  the  Composite  Wing.  As  was  previously  noted,  this 
DEIS  uses  an  incorrect  No  Action  alternative  that  includes  activities  associated  with  the  Composite 
Wing  and  occurring  after  the  true  baseline,  the  conditions  that  existed  before  the  arrival  of  the 
Composite  Wing.  However,  by  using  this  incorrect  No  Action  alternative,  the  DEIS  established 
conditions  that  cannot  be  evaluated  by  the  information  presented  in  the  socioeconomic  section 
because  the  economic  information  predates  the  activity  it  is  supposed  to  analyze  by  at  least  four 
years.  This  is  yet  one  more  case  where  the  DEIS  violates  the  principles  of  the  NEPA  which  state 
that  ”42  USCS  \  4332  permits.. .indirect  judicial  review  of  economic  assumptions  underlying 
federal  project  described  in  EIS. ..(when]  economic  considerations,  against  which  environmental 
considerations  are  weighed,  are  so  distorted  as  to  impair  fair  consideration  of  environmental 
consequences."11 

Cord  and  benefit  from  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho: 

Operations  of  the  Idaho  Air  National  Guard  and  the  Air  Force  have  the  potential  to  levy 
substantial  costs  on  people  in  Owyhee  County  and  on  those  who  reside  under  the  MOAs.  These 
costs  could  be  offset  by  two  possible  benefits  from  Guard  and  Air  Force  operations.  The  first  is 
the  direct  economic  benefit  from  having  Air  Force  and  [DANG  money  spent  in  the  region.  The 
second  is  the  indirect  national  security  benefit  accrued  from  having  a  well-prepared  guard  or  Air 
Force  unit 

•  Benefits  from  direct  spending  by  the  Idaho  ANG  (IDANG)  will  accrue  to  the  regions  in 
which  the  money  is  spent.  Thus,  any  positive  economic  effect  from  the  proposed  Enhanced 
Training  would  have  to  arise  from  funds  spent  in  the  areas  in  which  the  flights  occurred  Because 
the  regions  in  which  the  proposed  Enhanced  Training  is  located  are  so  far  from  the  areas  where  the 
aircraft  are  based,  and  because  the  services  and  products  offered  by  Owyhee  County  and  the  other 
agricultural  regions  ire  so  limited,  it  can  be  reasonabl  y  assumed  that  the  only  money  likely  to  be 
spent  in  Owyhee  County  would  come  from  the  few  members  of  the  Air  Force  or  IDANG  who  live 
there.  Further,  the  general  rule  of  thumb  is  that  the  area  of  economic  Impact  from  a  base  occurs 
within  a  50  NM  radius.  Some  limited  indirect  spending  could  occur  elsewhere,  but  It  would  likely 
be  limited  to  the  indirect  purchase  of  agricultural  products  or  recreation  spending,  and  m  both 
cases,  the  impact  would  be  insignificant. 


•*11011  Unlimited  v  Mono*  (1974, 09  Idaho)  509  F2d  1276, 5  ELR  20151. 
“Sierra  Club  v  Hassell  (1980.  SD  Ah)  10  ELR  20779. 

"Akers  v  Re*or  (1978,  WD  Term)  *43  F  Supp  1 355.  8  ELR  20388. 

“Sierra  Club  v  Block  (1985,  DC  Dm  Col)  614  F  Supp  488.  15  ELR  20775. 
"Tenakee  Springs  v  Clough  (1990.  Ca9  Alaska)  915  F2d  1308. 


*netson.  Jon  P„ "Airport  Noise,  Location  Re «,  and  the  Market  for  Residential  Amenities"  JflunuLof 

r ' TbTroto^  indEcoDomic  Imam  xfuiig  Huerfano,  anti  Sir* 

Count  lea  Colorado  Resource*  for  the  Future.  Washington.  DC,  June.  1993.  p.  19. 

“South  Louisiana  EnvircnmentaJ  council.  Inc,  v  Sand  (1980.  CA5  La)  629  F2d  1005. 
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Mountain  Horae  Air  Force  Base  employs  about  3500  military  personnel  and  500 
civilians.  Budgets  at  Gowen  Field  are  also  substantial,  and  the  amount  being  spent  at  Gowen 
and  Mountain  Home  for  construction  is  significant.  As  one  would  expect,  roost  military  and 
civilian  personnel  at  Mountain  Horae  AFB  and  Gowen  Field  live  in  Ada  and  Elmore  Counties,  and 
most  spending  at  both  locations  is  also  focused  on  these  two  counties.  Thus,  the  economic  impact 
of  these  bases  is  narrowly  focused.  Ada  and  Elmore  counties  will  receive  virtually  all  the 
economic  benefits  from  both  personnel  and  construction  spending  resulting  from  proposed 
Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho. 

However,  the  training  ranges  will  be  operated  so  neither  of  these  two  counties  bear  any  of 
the  costs  associated  with  activities  on  and  around  the  range.  Instead,  most  of  the  costs  (noise 
pollution,  dust  pollution,  fires,  chaff,  etc.)  associated  with  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho  will  be 
imposed  on  Owyhee  county  and  the  Duck  Valley  Indian  Reservation.  Those  costs  not  imposed  on 
Owyhee  County  (noise  from  MOA  and  MTR  activity)  will  be  imposed  on  the  rest  of  the  state  of 
Idaho  and  the  recipients  of  these  costs  will  also  receive  no  benefits  from  the  plan. 

While  it  is  not  unusual  for  wealthy  counties  in  a  state  to  try  to  shift  costs  of  pollution 
(noise,  air,  human,  or  material)  on  poor  counties,  this  does  not  make  the  practice  either 
commendable  or  defensible.  Further,  in  the  case  of  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho,  this  means  that 
although  exact  amounts  are  difficult  to  calculate,  substantial  negative  direct  benefits  (i.e..  costs) 
will  be  levied  on  Owyhee  County  and  other  areas  around  the  proposed  ranges. 

IfldiTCCT  benefm  gf  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho  to  residents  of  the  region: 

The  value  of  national  security  accruing  to  residents  of  a  region  because  of  Enhanced 

Training  in  Idaho  is  difficult  to  ascertain  for  several  reasons.  First,  at  the  current  time  many 
military  units  are  being  disbanded  or  reduced,  and  the  marginal  contribution  of  ooc  additional  wing 
is  bound  to  be  low  in  a  situation  where  so  many  substitutes  are  available  among  sooa-to-be- 
deicavited  units.  And  second,  neither  the  Air  National  Guard  nor  the  Air  Force  has  been  capable 
of  calculating,  nor  have  they  ever  seen  fit  to  release  the  actual  value  of  their  operations  to  the 
national  security  structure. 

Since  no  estimates  for  tills  figure  exist,  a  reasonable  proxy  would  be  to  assume  that  the 
value  of  defense  is  correctly  denominated  by  the  amount  citizens  are  willing  to  pay  for  it.  While 
everyone  is  well  aware  of  the  limits  to  citizen  input  on  the  defense  budget,  the  rationale  underlying 
this  assumption  is  at  least  partially  validated  by  the  fact  that  at  the  current  time,  citizen  questions 
concerning  the  value  of  defense  have  resulted  in  decreases  in  the  defense  budget 

For  comparison  purposes,  assume  that  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho  would  increase  the 
overall  value  of  US  security  by  $2.5  billion.  This  figure,  which  represents  about  I  percent  of  total 
US  defense  budget,  vastly  exceeds  any  claims  made  for  the  value  of  either  Enhanced  Training  in 
.Idaho  or  the  Air  Force  and  EDANG  units  in  Idaho.  However  if  such  an  increase  could  be  realized, 
the  value  to  every  citizen  of  the  United  States  would  be  less  than  S 10,  and  the  EfiJ  benefit  that 
would  accrue  to  residents  of  Owyhee  County  would  be  about  $$4,000  --  a  figure  that  must  be 
compared  against  the  costs  these  same  residents  may  incur. 

Coats  Of  Enhanced  Training  to  residents  of  Owyhee  County 

The  economy  of  Owyhee  County  continues  to  be  in  transition  as  agriculture  assumes  a  less 
dominant  role  and  as  other  areas,  like  recreation,  strive  to  fill  its  place.  Previous  sections  of  this 
paper  provide  evidence  of  the  costs  associated  with  low-level  aircraft  act) Wry  of  the  type  one  would 
associate  with  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho.  However,  because  the  Composite  Wing  arrived  at 
Mountain  Home  several  yean  ago  and  dramatically  increased  the  noise  under  the  rural  and 
wilderness  areas  in  which  it  operates,  it  should  be  possible  to  begin  to  see  the  effects  of  this  noise 
increase  in  Owyhee  County.  ’As  Figure  1  shows,  annual  revenue  from  recreation  in  Owyhee 
County  varied  around  $900,000  in  1991  and  1992. 14  This  trend  continued  as  recreation  revenue  in 
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Figure  1 

Recreation  Spending  In  Owyhee  Coumy~199M996 

Owyhee  County  peaked  at  $930,600  in  1994.  However,  after  the  arrival  of  the  Composite  Wing, 
recreation  revenue  in  Owyhee  County  decreased  to  $570,400  in  FY 1995  and  $630,500  in  1996® 
Over  this  same  period,  tool  sales  related  to  amusement  and  recreation  services  in  Owyhee  County, 
including  outfitter  and  guide  services,  decreased  to  about  $73,000  in  1996  compared  to  $272,000 
in  1992.  Given  Idaho’s  rapidly  growing  economy  and  population  during  this  time,  it  is  fair  to 
assume  that  this  decrease  was,  in  major  pan.  due  to  the  increased  noise  and  activity  of  the 
.Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home.  These  actual  losses  to  the  residents  of  Owyhee  County 
dwarf  any  potential  gains  from  increased  national  security  that  might  accrue  from  Enhanced 
Training  in  Idaho. 

Based  on  its  population  of  about  8400  people,  these  losses  In  recreation  revenue  translate  to 
a  "tax"  of  about  $35.00  on  each  citizen  of  Owyhee  County  or  a  "tax"  of  about  $100  on  each 
family.  Because  of  the  low  income  levels  of  the  residents  who  live  in  Owyhee  County,  the  relative 
costs  to  county  residents  will  be  disproportionately  large  compared  to  the  benefits  to  the  wealthier 
residents  of  Ada  and  Elmore  counties.  Since  all  options  in  the  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho  DEIS 
allow  the  Idaho  Air  National  Guard  and  the  Air  Force  to  shift  costs  from  wealthier  areas  in  Ada  and 
Elmore  Counties  to  this  poor  and  depressed  region  of  the  state,  the  Air  Force  and  the  state  of  Idaho 
should  use  the  forthcoming  EIS  to  show  how  they  intend  to  either  mitigate  these  costs  or  reimburse 
the  residents  of  Owyhee  County  for  the  costs  levied  on  them. 


“Barker,  Rocky.  Training  range  foe*  sound  off  on  nobe,'  The  Idaho  Smrsman  June  I,  1997. 
“Draft  Environmental  Imrart  Statement  on  the  Idaho  Training  Ranee.  Op.  CiL.  p.  3*309. 


j.  Department  of  the  Air  Forte,  Vol.  I.  April. 


1997.  p.  3-2$4. 
“ibitL,  p.  3-283. 
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Failure  to  adequately  consider  cumulative  impacts 

The  DEIS  goes  to  great  lengths  to  display  the  sorties  allocated  to  each  airspace  under  each 
alternative.  However,  the  DEIS  limits  its  consideration  to  single  aircraft,  and  it  does  not 
adequately  discuss  the  cumulative  effects  of  noise  and  other  environmental  degradation  that  would 
devolve  from  Composite  Wing  maneuvers.  For  example,  ooe  sortie  may  entail  multiple  passes 
over  an  area.  This  creates  a  Cumulative  effect  that  the  DEIS  does  not  attempt  io  account  for,  In 
addition,  large  scale  exercises  will  about  double,  creating  a  cumulative  effect  that  is  also  omitted 
from  the  DEIS.  The  requirement  for  a  detailed  accounting  of  cumulative  effects  that  would  include 
the  omissions  mentioned  above  has  been  clearly  stated  by  the  courts: 

"Standards  of  practicability  and  reasonableness  by  which  adequacy  of  EIS  must  be 
measured  dictate  that  cumulative  impact  of  one  project  with  other  projecu_must  not  be 
ignored  under  42  USCS  {  4332;  EIS  must  account  for  cumulative  impact  by  providing  (1) 
list  of  projects  producing  related  or  cumulative  impact,  (2)  summary  of  eiprrsi-H 
environmental  impacts  to  be  produced  by  those  projects  with  specific  refererex  to  additional 
impact  information  where  such  information  is  available,  and  (3)  reasonable  analysis  of 
combined  or  cumulative  impact  of  all  projects,  including  projects  of  agencies  other  than  one 
which  proposes  project  that  is  subject  of  EIS."” 

Failure  to  properly  account  Tor  aircraft  noise 

The  DEIS  uses  noise  figures  for  MTRs  instead  of  the  higher  figures  for  MOAs  that  account 
for  the  maneuvering  that  takes  place  in  combat  training.  The  Air  Force  is  urged  to  refer  to  its  own 
documents  generated  from  NOISEMAP  NOISEFILE  data  that  it  used  in  the  Pennsylvania  National 
Guard  EIS  on  MOA  expansion  where  the  Air  Force  itself  showed  that  higher  noise  levels  are 
appropriate.  This  is  only  one  of  many  attempts  in  the  DEIS  to  obfuscate  the  noise  issue.  The 
following  sections  provide  a  detailed  analysis  of  the  noise  rrodet  that  forms  the  hean  of  the 
DNL/annoyance  analysis  in  the  DEIS.  This  model  comes  from  a  1978  study  by  Schultz  that  was 
then  linked  to  a  land  use  compatibility  study  which  will  be  addressed  in  the  following  sections  of 
this  paper. 


Studv  Area 

Date 

Full  Heathrow  Aircraft 

1961 

French  Aircraft 

1966 

Second  Heathrow  Aircraft 

1967 

Munich  Aircraft 

1969 

Peril  Street 

1969 

Swedish  Aircraft 

1972 

Swiss  Road 

1972 

London  Street 

1972 

Swiss  Aircraft 

1973 

French  Railroad 

1973 

US  Street 

J974 

Lo«  An  teles  International  Airport 

1973 

Soum:  Schultz.  Thaodor*.  "Synthasii  of  Social  Surat)  «  on  Noire  Annoyance." 
Iflanul  of  the  Atjmittsd.Socierr  of  Amnio.  Vol.  <4,  1971. 


Table  1 

Study  Areas  For  The  1978  Schultz  Paper 


“Akers  r  Resor  (1978,  WD  Tenn)  443  F  Supp  1333, 8  ELR  20388. 


Failure  to  propgly.  generals  ihc mYC.uscd.iathcJ97A.Schu]iz.sfljdy; 

The  1978  study  by  Schultz  that  forms  the  heart  of  the  DEIS  analysis  generated  a  'synthesis' 
curve  based  on  the  noise  surveys  in  Tabic  l.”  Using  Schultz’s  study  to  analyze  current  military 
aircraft  noise  in  rural  or  wilderness  settings  causes  two  important  problems.  First,  this  study 
mixed  aircraft  and  non-aircraft  noise-five  of  twelve  studies  covered  only  street  or  rail  noise.  This 
caused  the  study  to  underestimate  the  annoyance  levels  associated  with  aircraft  noise  alone. 

Second,  the  study  covered  urban  communities,  not  rural  or  wilderness  areas.  Even  in  urban  areas, 
these  problems  were  apparent  as  early  as  the  first  Schultz  paper.  A  1973  study  at  Los  Angeles 
International  Airport  hid  significantly  higher  annoyance  ratings  in  the  55  to  75  DNL  range  than  the 
rest  of  the  studies  in  the  Schultz  paper.”  These  higher  ratings  were  never  accounted  for  by 
Schultz. 

However,  the  1978  Schultz  paper  had  other  problems.  Krytcr  argued  that  Schultz's  use  of 
only  those  who  were  'highly  annoyed’  missed  large  numbers  of  people  who  were  also  bothered  by 
noise.10  And  it  is  apparent  that  Schultz’s  efforts  to  fit  a  ‘synthesis  curve’  to  his  data  were  flawed 
both  in  the  functional  form  chosen  for  the  curve  and  in  its  failure  to  correct  for  the  influence  of 
’outliers'— da  La  points  that  exert  undue  influence  on  the  model  because  they  lie  so  far  away  from  the 
majority  of  the  data  points. 

Page  K-7  of  the  DEIS  presents  Schultz's  data  and  his  curve.  A  number  of  'outlier  points' 
lie  along  the  horizontal  axis,  recording  annoyance/DNL  readings  of  (V54. 0(61, 0/68.  etc.  These 
points  deformed  the  curve  and  caused  it  to  give  lower  annoyance  readings  in  the  50  to  75  DNL 
range-prccisely  the  range  in  which  Schultz’s  own  study  underestimated  the  annoyance  effects  of 
Loi  Angeles  International  Airport 

Schultz’s  inability  to  deal  with  these  problems  was  partially  due  to  the  primitive  methods  of 
modeling  available  to  him  in  the  mid-1970s.  There  are  now  a  number  of  possible  methods  for 
correctly  fitting  Schultz's  curve  to  the  data.  Two  of  these  are: 

N  Log  of  feroent 
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1.025 

-18.91 
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21.94 
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Plot  of  Schulte’s  Data  Using  Natural  Logarithms 


“Schultz,  Theodore.  “Synthesis  of  Social  Survey*  on  Noire  Annoyance,"  Journal  of  the  Acoustical  Society  of 
America.  Vol.  64.  1978. 

"Newman.  J.  Steven  and  Beattie.  Kristy  R,  Aviation  Noise  Effects.  Federal  Aviation  Administration,  Office  of 
Environment  and  Energy.  Washington.  DC,  March,  1985.  p.  28. 

TCryter.  Karl  D .  “Commwury  Annoyance  from  Aircraft  and  Ground  Vehicle  Noise.”  Journal  of  the  Acoustic 
forirrv  of  America.  Vol.  72,  No.  4.  October.  1982. 
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A.  The  use  of  a  natural  logarithmic  function  while  controlling  for  outlier*.  The  equation  of  the  line 
generated  by  the  model  shown  in  Figure  2  is 

NLog  %  -  •  19.4  +  5.31  Nlog  DNL. 

Using  this  equation  to  calculate  the  percentage  of  people  who  are  highly  annoyed  at  the  65  DNL 
level  that  is  regarded  as  an  important  cut-off  point  by  this  DEIS,  we  find  that  the  Schultz  curve 
underestimates  the  number  of  highly  annoyed  people  at  65  DNL  by  about  seven  percent. 

B.  The  use  of  advanced  econometric  methods  Involving  higher  powered  functions. 

The  5  th  Degree  Pi l 


Fidell  model  that  follows,  and  both  of  the  enhanced  curve  fining  models  presented  in  this  section 
are  incorrectly  specified  to  c inmate  aircraft  noise  because  they  include  factors  other  than  aircraft 
noise  (auto,  train  and  tram  noise)  in  their  data  sets. 

*lMi  |i  i  i  i|  |  |  r~7I7 

!* _ Schultx  Curve _ 1  / 

C  90  0— 0  L’SAF/FtCON  Curve  “  — - — 771 


Figure  3 

Plot  of  Schultz’s  Data  Using  a  Higher  Powered  Function 

Figure  3  shows  the  plot  of  this  model.  Both  the  statistics  accompanying  this  model  and  an 
inspection  of  the  curve  itself  show  that  the  curve  is  a  better  fit  of  the  data  than  the  curve  generated 
by  Schultz.  The  equation  for  this  model  indicates  that  the  Schultz  curve  underestimates  the 
percentage  of  people  who  are  highly  annoyed  it  the  65  DNL  level  by  about  13  percent  ; 

Both  of  these  models  confirm  what  Schultz’s  own  data  for  Los  Angeles  International 
Airport  indicated— the  Schultz  curve  underestimates  the  number  of  people  who  are  highly  annoyed 
witn  various  aircraft  DNL  levels.  Further,  in  a  1991  paper  written  by  Schultz.  FidelL  and  Barber, 
Figures  14  and  15  show  that  Schultz’s  original  curve  systematically  underestimated  annoyance  in 
the  50  to  75  decibel  range."  However,  the  1978  Schultz  model  and  the  two  new  models  presented 
above  all  use  the  1978  Schultz  dau  ret  and.  thus,  they  are  models  of  community  transportation 
noise  annoyance,  not  models  of  annoyance  from  aircraft  noise.  The  1978  Schultz  model,  the  199 1 

’‘Fidell.  Sanford,  B*rtw.  David.  S.  and  Schultz.  Theodore.  "Updating  a  dosage  -effect  relationship  for  the  prevalence 
of  annoyance  due  to  general  transportation  noiaeT  Journal  of  the  Acoustic  Society  Of  America.  Vol.  19,  No  1, 
January  1991,  pp.  230. 231. 


40  45  50  55  60  65  70  75  80  85  90  95 

DNL  (dB) 

Source  Frfwll  J.  B«b«.  D.  and  Schultz.  T„  "Updating  a  4os*(«-tffact  rttitiomhip  for  it* 

of  annoy  Ml  6im  la  |*a*rvJ  Bwjpnruite*  mmm Jamil  flf  iht  AfiOUllk  &KitttjQLAagki.  Vol.  *9, 

No.  1.  Unuwy  1991  ?  7U  and  Fwm*oI4.  L.  Marti*.  C,  and  -on  C*rt«.  H,  “Convnwwy  annoy*/*, 
with  lUep  ditturt*/**."  Noise  Control  Ferineerinr  Journal-  Vol  42.  No.  1.  Janui/y  Ftbrwy.  1994. 

Figure  4 

Comparison  Of  The  Schultz  And  USAF/F1CON  Curves 

Failure,  to  use  the  ippropsua  dau  IQ  imJyic  airmfi  ache 

In  1990,  Schultz  jointly  authored  a  paper  with  Fidell  and  Barber  updating  his  1978  study. 
The  result  was  the  Schultz  curve  shown  in  Figure  4.  This  paper,  known  as  the  Fidell  paper,  was 
published  in  the  Journal  of  the  Acoustic  Society  of  America  in  1991.  As  was  the  case  in  the  1978 
paper,  this  paper  again  noted  that  the  Schultz  curve  represents  "a  relationship  between 
transportation  noise  exposure  and  the  prevalence  of  annoyance  in  communities. Hence,  the 
Study  concerns  communities,  not  wilderness  or  open  space,  and  it  concerns  transportation  noise, 
not  aircraft  noise.  Dau  on  transportation  noise  was  generated  by  Schultz  by  averaging  together 
traffic  noise,  tram  noise,  train  noise,  and  aircraft  noise. 
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Name  _ 

1  US  Airbue _ \ 

2.  Antwerp  Street  J 

3.  Brusjeb  Street  _ 

4.  Burbank  Airport _ 

5  Canadian  Row) _ 

6.  Danish  Street _ 

7.  Britiih  Rail _ 

8  AircndyT raffle  _ 

9.  Orange  Co.  Airport _ 

10.  Australian  Aircraft _ 

11.  Trainway/T raffic _ 

12.  Dcratw  Airport  _ 

13.  Swedish  Ratiroad _ 

14  Westrhfcuer  Airport _ 

15.  Danish  Railroad 

Sovrc:  Ffckll.  5-iford.  B«t».  D.vid.  S 
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Table  2 

Updated  Studies  On  Transportation  Noise 


40  42  44  46  41  SO  32  54  56  31  60  62  64  66  6t  70  72  74  76  71  10  12  14  16  SI  90 

DNL 

Source:  FkUII.  Sanford  »arb«.  D«»id.  S.  and  Schulu.  Th-odorr.  "Updating  a  dor •(« -effect  rtfationalup 
for  0k  prevalence  of  annoyance  due  to  general  traAiportation  noire,"  lour-.al  of  At  AwuitiC  Syithf  Of 
America.  Vol.  19.  No.  1.  January  1991.  p.  224. 

Figure  5 

Comparison  Of  Aircraft  Annoyance  Data  To  The  Schultz  Curve 


The  Fidell  paper  also  sated  that  there  wzs  a  fear  thai  “agencies  which  fund  such  studies  (as 
Schultz’s]  might  erroneously  conclude  that  the  synthesis  [Schultz's  Curve]  represented  a  definitive 
solution  lo  many  of  the  problems  assessing  effects  of  noise  exposure  on  communities.’*  The  paper 
then  compared  Schulu’s  original  curve  with  15  new  studies,  all  of  which  were  completed  after 
Schultz’s  original  research.  These  studies  are  shown  In  Table  2. 

These  new  studies  cover  (with  one  exception)  either  aircraft  noise  or  ground  transportation 
noise,  but  not  both.  Figure  5  compares  two  representative  aircraft  noise/annoyance  data  sets  from 
the  1991  Fidell  paper  with  the  1973  Schultz  curve  while  Figure  6  compares  two  representative 
oamAraffic  noiic'annoyznce  data  sets  from  the  same  paper  with  the  1978  Schultz  curve.  Each  of 
the  new  studies  in  the  Fidel]  paper  yields  the  tame  results:  annoyance  with  aircraft  noise  is 
consistently  higher  than  the  1978  Schultz  curve  forecasts  while  annoyance  with  road,  tram  and 
railway  noise  is  consistently  below  that  indicated  by  the  curve.  Only  when  the  studies  on  aircraft 
noise  are  combined  with  those  on  road,  tram  and  rail  noise  is  the  Schultz  curve  approximated." 
This  creates  the  illogical  premise  on  which  using  the  Schultz  mode!  to  analyze  aircraft  noise  data  is 
based:  auto,  trim  and  railroad  noise  depress  the  annoyance  levels  of  aircraft  noise.  This  is 
analogous  to  claiming  that  someone  who  is  highly  annoyed  at  a  given  level  of  aircraft  noise  will 
become  less  annoyed  if  additional  noise  is  created  by  automobiles,  trains  or  trams. 


Illllllll 


O 

Trim  (1971)  Ptreral 

o 

Traffic  (1971)  f.fcrat 
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40  42  44  46  41  30  SI  34  36  31  *0  62  64  66  61  70  72  74  76  71  SO  12  <4  16  II  90 

DNL 

Sowot  FkSUL  SwiforL  Barba*.  Da.id  J.  * oi  $ctu.Iu.  TWwior*.  "Updating  •  dnaagt-affaet  relation*  hip 
tew  «M  prtaalcnc*  af  *w»)uv*  4ua  M  gan  *r*l  am*  port.  Lion  noi*a."  Journal  of  Iht  Aocultk  Society  Of 
fiminu.  Vol.  19.  No  1.  January  1991,  p  723.  726. 

Figure  6 

Comparison  Of  Traffic/Tram  Annoyance  Dau  To  The  Schultz  Curve 

Us  Air  Fora  model;  . 

The  Air  Force  compounded  Schultz's  error  with  iu  1994  model  (also  shown  w  Figure  2) 
by  fitting  Schultz’s  mixed  aircraft  and  train/tram/auto  dau  with  an  S-shapcd  logistics  curve.  This 
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improperly  depresses  the  percentage  of  highly  annoyed  people  in  the  40  to  70  dB  range  by  an  even 
larger  amoum-about  20%-and  the  S- shaped  curve  requires  one  to  believe  that  annoyance  with 
noise  grows  less  and  less  as  noise  increases  above  75  dB-a  concept  supported  by  no  acoustics 
research.  The  Air  Force  claims  its  model  “does  not  differ  substantially  from  the  original  [Schultz 
model),  [and]  is  the  current  preferred  form.*04  This  is  true.  The  data  used  in  the  Air  Force  model 
has  the  same  problems  as  that  used  in  the  Schultz  model  while  the  curve  form  chosen  by  the  Air 
Force  introduces  additional  fitting  problems. 

An  aircraft  only  model: 

Data  for  all  15  studies  in  Table  2  were  included  in  the  1991  Fidel!  paper.  Using  data  from 
studies  1 , 4,  8, 9, 10,  12.  and  14,  this  author  constructed  a  new  percent  highly  annoyed/DNL 
graph  for  aircraft  noise  alone.  The  rationale  for  building  (and  using)  this  new  curve  is  as  follows: 

1.  A  study  such  as  this  DEIS,  which  purports  to  investigate  the  effects  of  aircraft  noise,  should 
base  its  models  on  aircraft  noise,  not  on  train,  tram  or  auto  noise. 

2.  Other  noise  researchers  have  found  that  aircraft  noise  is  significantly  more  disturbing  than  train, 
tram  or  auto  noise: 

l  Grand  jean,  in  a  Swiss  study,  found  it  took  a  DNL  of  10  to  15  dB  higher  for  road  traffic 
noise  to  cause  an  equal  disturbance  to  aircraft  noise.” 

b.  Kryter  argued  that  because  aircraft  noise  falls  over  a  structure,  like  a  house,  equally,  as 
opposed  to  passing  through  interfering  structures  such  as  traffic  noise  would  do,  the 
“effective  noise  exposure"  would  be  greater  than  that  of  traffic  noise.  Thus,  Kryter 
found  that  aircraft  noise  should  be  considered  separately  from  other  transportation 
noise.14 
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Figure  7 

Aircraft  Noise/Annoyance  Model  Using  Aircraft  Data  Only 

**Enrnregri  Training  in  Idaho  Draft  Envinranenal  Imrart  Statement.  VoL  ft.  Op.  CiL,  p.  K-6. 

“Grxndjean,  A.,  Graf.  P.  Lauber.  A.,  Meier,  H  P.,  and  Muller.  R.,  "Survey  on  the  Effects  of  Aircraft  Noise  in 
Switzerland.*  Imer-Noisc  7ft.  Washington.  DC,  April,  1976. 

’‘Kryter,  Op.  CiL 


Figure  7  shows  the  result  of  modeling  annoyance  with  aircraft  noise  only  based  on  the  data 
in  Fidetl,  Barber  and  Schultz’s  1991  paper.  The  resulting  model  is  simpler  and  also  more  logical 
than  Schultz’s  model--it  says  that  there  is  a  direct  relationship  between  increasing  DNL  levels  and 
annoyance  in  the  50  to  75  DNL  range. 

The  equation  for  this  Aircraft  Noise/Annoyancc  Model  is  also  simpler 

Percent  Annoyed  **  -  50.3  +  1.23  DNL 

The  Aircraft  Noise/Annoyance  Model  predicts  that  atthe  65  DNL  point  used  by  the  DEIS  about  30 
percent  of  people  will  be  highly  annoyed  by  aircraft  noise.  This  is  more  than  double  the  level  of 
annoyance  forecast  by  either  the  1978  Schultz  curve  (13.6%)  or  the  USAF  mode!  (12.3%),  and 
there  is  ample  evidence-provided  to  the  Air  Force  in  a  critique  of  the  Colorado  Air  National  Guard 
MOA  proposal  in  May.  1996-  that  this  model,  and  not  the  Schultz  or  Air  Force  curves,  more 
closely  estimates  true  aircraft  annoyance  levels.  For  example: 

1.  A  1988  court  case  involved  an  Air  Force  estimate,  based  on  the  Schultz  curve,  that  700  people 
around  Westover  Air  Force  Base  would  be  highly  annoyed  by  aircraft  noise.  A  local  group 
gathered  the  signatures  of  1535  citizens  who  were  highly  annoyed-more  than  double  the 
amount  the  Schultz  curve  forecast,  but  close  to  the  number  the  aircraft  annoyance  model 
generated  in  this  paper  would  predict.37 

2.  von  Gierke,  in  a  paper  done  in  1973  for  the  EPA,  showed  Aircraft  Noise/Annoyance  levels  that 
agree  with  the  Aircraft  Noise/Annoyance  Model  and  are  roughly  twice  as  high  as  those  predicted 
by  the  Schultz  curve.31 

3.  A  1975  paper  by  Fidell  and  Jones  developed  a  curve  for  aircraft  annoyance  at  Los  Angeles 
International  Airport  that  shows  about  thirty  percent  of  the  respondents  were  highly  annoyed  at 
a  DNL  of  65. 34  The  rest  of  this  curve  also  agrees  closely  with  the  Aircraft  Noise/Annoyance 
Model  developed  above. 

4.  Hall,  Bimie,  Taylor  and  Palmer,  in  a  1981  paper,  showed  that  the  percentage  of  those  highly 
annoyed  with  aircraft  noise  was  higher  than  that  for  "grouped  road  traffic  data"  at  every  DNL 
level.  Further,  the  authors  stated  that  “On  the  basis  of  the  preceding  discussion,  only  one 
conclusion  appears  possible:  There  is  a  difference  between  the  community  responses  to  aircraft 
noise  and  to  road  traffic  noise  when  each  is  measured  by  L*.  For  the  same  noise  level,  a 
greater  percentage  of  people  are  highly  annoyed  by  aircraft  noise.  The  difference  in  annoyance 
at  the  two  sources  is  not  constant,  but  instead,  increases  as  L*  increases.’’40 

5.  In  a  1985  paper,  Fidell,  Horonjeff,  Mills,  Baldwin,  Teffetcller  and  Pearsons  found  short  term 
annoyance  and  long  term  annoyance  with  aircraft  noise  were  both  significantly  higher  than  that 
forecast  by  the  1978  Schultz  curve.  These  authors  state  that 'The  prevalence  of  aircraft  noise- 
induced  annoyance  was  assessed  at  three  mixed-use  airports  in  a  total  40 
neighborhood/interviewing  rounds.  Dosage-response  relationships  for  these  data  do  not  agree 
well  with  that  synthesized  by  Schultz  for  general  transportation  noise."41 


"Valley  Citizen*  for  a  Sxfe  Environment  v  Aldridge  <1988  DC  Miss)  695  F  Supp  605.  19  ELR  20*97. 

Non  Gierke.  H..  "Impact  Characterization  of  Noise  Including  Implications  of  Identifying  and  Achieving  Levels  of 
Community  Noise  Exposure" UiEnyirenmeiml Protection  Axcncy.  NTID  73.4,  Washington.  DC.  1973. p.3L 
"Fidell,  $.  and  Jones,  0.,  "Effects  of  Cessation  of  Late-Night  Flights  on  an  Airport  Community,  Journal  of  Sound 
and  Vi hn lion.  Vol.  42.  No.  4..  1975.  p.  *22. 

“Hall.  Fred  L.  Btroie,  Susan  E..  Taylor,  S.  Martin,  and  Palmer,  John  E.,  “Direct  Comparison  of  Community 
Response  to  Road  Traffic  Noise  and  to  Aircraft  Noise.*  Journal  of  the  Acoustic  Society  of  America.  Vol.  70.  No.  6. 
December.  1981.  pp.  1693,  1697. 

“Fidell,  Sanfcrd,  Horonjeff,  Richard.  Mills,  John,  Baldwin,  Edward,  Teffetdla.  Sherri,  and  Pearsons.  Kart,  "Aircraft 
Noise  Annoyance  and  Three  Joint  Air  Carrier  and  General  Aviaion  Airports.*  Journal  of  the  Artxroic  Society  nf 
America.  Vol.  77,  No.  3,  March.  1985,  pp.  1060,  1066. 
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None  of  these  studies  was  included  in  this  DEIS  in  spite  of  the  fact  that  there  has  been 
abundant  evidence  for  the  last  twenty  yean  that  a  higher  level  of  annoyance  exists  when  aircraft 
alone  ire  considered.  That  the  Air  Force  and  its  contractors  have  chosen  to  ignore  this  possibility 
and  the  studies  that  demonstrate  it  clearly  violates  the  intepl  of  the  NEPA  process.  The  courts  have 
held —l 

When  facts  contrary  to  conclusions  advanced  by  [the)  agency  are  known  to  [the]  agency  or 
its  sister  agencies  of  government,  it  is  necessary  to  disclose  them  in  [the]  EIS  in  order  to 
meet  disclosure  requirements  of  42  USCS  4332,  otherwise  persons  removed  from 
decision-making  process  will  have  no  way  of  knowing  adverse  effects  that  have  been 
found  in  similar  proposals.4* 


In  June,  1980,  a  Federal  Interagency  Committee  on  Urban  Noise  used  Schultz’s  curve 
Unking  DNL  and  annoyance,  along  with  other  studies,  to  publish  guidelines  relating  DNL  and 
Und-the  FAA  Pan  1 50  Land  Use  Compatibility  Table.43  Since  the  sound  levels  considered  by  the 
Interagency  Committee  were,  in  the  main,  those  that  cause  physical  damage  neither  to  structures 
nor  to  people,  land  use  compatibility  was  linked  instead  to  the  annoyance  with  noise  those  who 
inhabited  the  land  would  experience.  As  Table  3  shows,  the  divisions  between  the  six  DNUltnd 
use  columns  confirms  the  importance  of  annoyance  in  establishing  the  breaks  between  the  columns 
of  compatible  activities— each  of  the  breaks  is  at  a  logical  increment  of  increased  annoyance  and 
each  (with  the  exception  of  the  65-70  column  which  represents  a  50%  annoyance  increase  from  the 
previous  column)  is  denominated  in  tens  or  fives: 


Depommi  of  lb*  Ait  Fora.  VoL  0.  April.  1997,  p.  K-U. 

Table  3 

Linkages  Between  Annoyance  DNL  and  Land  Use  Compatibility 

Given  these  relationship  between  annoyance  and  land  use,  one  can  apply  the  results  of  the 
Aircraft  Noise/ Annoyance  Model  from  Figure  7  to  the  land  use  compatibility  table.  For  example, 
aj  the  threshold  DNL  level  of  65,  the  Aircraft  Noise/Annoyance  Model  predicts  that  about  30 
percent  of  people  will  be  annoyed.  This  corresponds  to  land  use  compatibility  category  3,  where 
residential  use  should  not  be  attempted  and  where  schools,  outdoor  amphitheaters,  nature  exhibits 
and  zoos  should  not  be  built.  Given  these  standards,  the  uses  of  airspace  in  this  DEIS  would  not 
be  possible  at  a  DNL  of  65.  Or,  viewed  in  reverse,  the  land  use  compatibility  category  of  less  than 
65  DNL  corresponds  to  an  annoyance  level  of  about  15  percent  highly  annoyed.  This,  in  turn, 
corresponds  K»  •  <3  r»M  Uv#l  when  aircraft  noise  alone  is  considered.  This  corresponds  to  the 
noise  emitted  DO  feet  altitude.  All  other  aircraft  in  the  DEIS  exceed  this  level  at 

all  altitudes.4*  *«uic  ■.  u>u«n  wese  relationships  in  the  critical  under  65  to  75  dB  ranges.  This 

“Burkey  v  Ellis  (1979.  ND  Ala)  483  F  Supp  897. 5  Fed  Rules  Evid  Sm  518. 10  ELR  20305. 

“Ibid..  Vol.  I.  p.  4-12. 


demonstrates  conclusively  that  the  kinds  of  operations  proposed  by  the  Air  Force  for  Enhanced 
Training  in  Idaho  are  incompatible  with  column  one  of  the  FAA  Parc  150  Land  Use  Compatibility 
Table  guidelines  and  the  annoyance  levels  15  percent  highly  annoyed  used  in  this  table. 


Column  DNL  Rxnje 
Schultz  Curve 


Col  arm  DNL  Rxnfe 
Aircraft  Nooe/Annoywwe 
_ Model _ 


Percent  Annoyed— Sort 
of  Next  Land  Use  Caie  gory 


Table  4 

Comparison  Of  DNL  Ranges  for  the  Schultz/Air  Force 
Model  and  the  Aircraft  Only  Noise/ Annoyance  Model 

This  section  has  shown  that  it  is  possible  to  build  an  aircraft  noise  annoyance  mode!  that  is 
not  degraded  by  the  inclusion  of  other,  irrelevant  data.  However,  the  Aircraft  Noise/Annoyancc 
Model  developed  in  this  section  still  include*  one  major  weakness:  it  is  based  on  data  collected  in 
various  urban  settings.  Thus,  this  model  is  most  appropriately  used  to  determine  annoyance  of 
urban  populations  with  aircraft  noise.  As  the  following  section  will  demonstrate,  data  on 
annoyance  with  urban  noise  considerably  understates  the  levels  of  annoyance  experienced  in  a 
wilderness  setting. 


Aside  from  a  general,  one  page  discussion,  the  DEIS  is  strangely  silent  on  the  likely 
impacts  of  aircraft  noise  on  wilderness  users  and  inhabitants.  Appendix  K  of  the  DEIS  attempts  to 
justify  the  compatibility  of  aircraft  noise  and  recreation  activities  by  citing  the  FAA  land-use 
compatibility  guidelines.  However,  these  guidelines  are  for  urban  environments  only  and  they 
n  assume  individuals  are  protected  from  the  ambient  sound  environment  by  buildings  that 
lower  the  dB  levels  to  the  20dB  to  35dB  range.43  Obviously,  these  figures  were  never  meant  to 
apply  to  someone  in  the  wilderness.  Similarly,  neither  the  1978  Schultz  paper,  the  1991  Fidell, 
Barber  and  Schultz  paper,  nor  the  1994  USAF  study  applies  to  wilderness  noise  experiences.  All 
the  data  for  these  studies  were  gathered  in  urban  locations.  The  DEIS  itself  states  on  numerous 
occasions  that  the  data  it  uses  depict  "the  noise  impact  in  airport  communities..."  or  on 
communities  in  general. 

.  That  urban  noise  data  do  not  apply  to  wilderness  noise  problems  is  both  common  sense  and 
common  knowledge.  This  was  confirmed  in  a  recent  Forest  Service  study  that  suggests  that 
persons  in  wilderness  settings  are  at  least  ten  times  more  sensitive  to  aircraft  noise  than  those  in 
urban  settings.44  Although  he  Air  Force  did  discuss  the  study  in  the  DEIS,  it  failed  to  mention  this 
finding.  Further,  its  interpretation  of  the  data  in  the  rest  of  the  study  is  questionable  to  the  point  of 
being  disingenuous.  Based  on  the  noise  calculations  in  the  DEIS,  the  level  of  increased  sensitivity 
reported  in  the  Forest  Service  study  would  require  an  addition  of  approximately  a  30  dB  penalty 
beyond  the  levels  calculated  by  the  Aircraft  Noise/Annoyance  Model  in  the  previous  section.  The 
Forest  Service  also  found  that  "low- altitude,  high-speed  aircraft,  such  as  those  operating  along 

MTR's,  we  .  aj  as  the  most  annoying  type  of  aircraft  to  hear  or  see  [and] . annoyance 

associated  with  over  flights  was  more  strongly  related  to  noise  exposure  than  to  the  visibility  of 
aircraft..."47 


“See  foonorcs  for  Table  K-I.D 


Agriculture,  Forest  Service,  January,  1992.  p.  2-21. 


LOp.  CiL,  p.  K-U. 
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Another  major  problem  in  experiencing  noise  in  wilderness  conditions  is  the  ‘surprise 
effect'  that  occurs  from  the  rapid  onset  and  loud  noise  of  an  aircraft  operating  n  high  speeds  and 
low  altitudes.  The  current  practice  is  to  "adjust”  noise  figures  to  account  for  this  noise  onset  rate  as 
follows:  for  a  noise  onset  rate  “of  between  15  and  30  dB  per  second,  an  adjustment  penalty 
ranging  from  0  to  5  dB  is  added  to  the  normal  Sound  Exposure  Level."  For  rates  above  30dB,  an 
adjustment  of  3  dB  is  added  to  the  normal  Sound  Exposure  Level.4*  In  other  words,  ‘adjustments’ 
for  onset  noise  only  increase  up  to  30dB  of  onset  noise,  and  no  onset  noise  increases  over  30dB 
are  accounted  for  **  even  though  the  dB  scale  is  logarithmic.  This  means  that  an  aircraft  with  an 
onset  noise  of  lOCtiB  would  receive  the  same  "penalty"  as  one  with  an  onset  noise  of  30  dB,  even 
though  it  is  250  rimes  as  loud. 

The  DEIS  mentions  the  studies  used  to  calculate  the  onset  penalty  and  states  that  they  apply 
“to  rural  populations  exposed  to  sporadic  aircraft  noise."4*  However,  once  again  the  description  of 
the  study  and  its  applicability  is  disingenuous.  A  conversation  with  the  lead  author  of  these  studies 
revealed  that  the  studies  were  done  in  houses  and  i  laboratory  in  southern  Virginia  in  an  area  where 
many  homes  existed  and  where  streets  and  aircraft  contributed  to  background  levels  of  noise.’* 
This  environment  clearly  has  little  relevance  to  the  actual  noise  onset  levels  someone  in  the 
wilderness  would  experience. 

The  1996  USAF  ESOH  Handbook  states  clearly  that  the  Air  Force  itself  is  well  aware  its 
sound  studies  are  inadequate  and  that  they  are  not  defensible  if  combined  subsonic  and  supersonic 
operations  ire  involved.  It  states  that  "accurate  combined  annoyance  prediction  from  both  types  of 
operations  is  not  currently  available."  And  the  Air  Force  claims  that 

new  and  refined  methods  of  analysts  arc  needed  to.. .ensure  Air  Force  actions  in  response 
to  environmental  issues  are  based  on  legally  defensiblc...analvsis  methods.  The  dosage- 
response  relationship  on  which  the  Air  Force  currently  relies  for  predicting  the  annoyance 
Of  exposure  to  sonic  booms...is  based  on  modest  amounts  of  information  about  repetitive 
and  expected  noise  exposures  in  residential  communities.  The  applicability  of  this 
relationship  to  many  settings  of  practical  interest  to  the  Air  Force  has  never  been 
demonstrated.*1 

The  Air  Force  is  reminded  that  the  courts  have  held  that  “all  federal  agencies  must  consider 
environmental  issues  as  they  consider  other  matters  within  their  mandates,  even  though  resolution 
of  such  issues  may  be  outside  agency's  jurisdiction."’ 1  Further,  the  courts  have  also  held  that 
"mere  admission  in  EIS  that  proposed  actions  will  have  adverse  impact,  without  detail  concerning 
scope  or  extent  of  impact  or  weighing  of  environmental  benefits  versus  economic  costs,  does  not 
comply  with  mandate  of  42  USCS  §  4332.’’,‘  In  order  to  satisfy  NEPA  requirements  to  fully 
disclose  the  environmental  effects  on  wilderness  of  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho,  the  US  Air  Force 
tnust  develop  an  accurate  indication  of  the  damage  its  activities  will  cause  to  wilderness  areas 
before  it  issues  the  final  EIS  on  this  proposal. 

Conclusion 

This  DEIS  has  used  every  means  available  to  present  a  one-sided  arei  misleading  picture  of 
the  effect  of  aircraft  noise  on  the  rural  and  wilderness  areas  affected  by  Enhanced  Training  in 
Idaho.  In  spite  of  this,  it  is  abundantly  clear  that  aircraft  noise  will  be  a  major  problem  in  the  rural 


and  wilderness  areas  of  Idaho  that  underlie  the  various  MOAs  proposed  by  the  Air  Force.  The 
economic  implications  of  this  have  already  been  severe  for  the  residents  of  Owyhee  County.  The 
impact  of  this  noise  has  obviously  been  similar  over  the  Duck  ViUey  Reservation  where  the  Air 
Force  has  agreed  to  keep  its  flights  above  10,000  feet  as  opposed  to  the  500  foot  (and.  on 
occasion,  100  foot)  level  it  will  maintain  throughout  the  rest  of  the  proposed  training  area. 

This  review  has  identified  nineteen  major  areas  where  this  DEIS  has  failed  to  consider  costs 
and  impacts  that  are  clearly  mandated  by  NEPA  and  by  court  decisions  regarding  the 
implementation  of  NEPA.  Those  who  have  been  responsible  for  preparing  this  document  would 
do  well  to  review  Lathan  v  Brinegar  (1924,  CA9  Wash)  506  F2d  677,  4  ELR  20802,  where  the 
court  held  that  “circulation  of  grossty  inadequate  statement  as  draft  of  new  EIS  conceivably 
frustrates  goal  of  obtaining  informed  agency  and  public  comment  on  environmental  consequences 
of  proposed  project,  and  in  some  circumstances  amounts  to  violation  of  responsible  agency’s  duty 
under  42  USCS  5  4332(2Xb)."*4 


“Draft  Environmental  Imran  Statement.  Op.  Ciu.  p.  K-9. 

"Ibid.,  pp.  4-13,14. 

“Siujniek.  Eric.  Conversation  with  the  author,  0945  AM.  May  29. 1997. 

*'ESOH  Handbood  on  Compliance  with  NEPA  Guidelines.  FY  1996,  US  Department  of  the  Air  Fare,  Wishifi|ton 
DC.  1996.  Need:  Ull 

“Municipal  Imcrvcnon  Group  v  Fadaral  Po-rer  Com.  (1972)  153  App  DC  373,  473  F2d  84. 

“California  v  Berjtand  (1980,  ED  Cal)  483  F  Supp  465,  10  ELR  20098. 


*Tathan  v  Brinegar  (1974.  CA9  Wash)  506  F2d  677,  4  ELR  20802. 
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THE  INFORMATION  WHICH  IS  IN  THIS  PAPER 
CANE  EBON  THE  RESEARCH  DIVISION  OF  THE  IDAHO  FISH  AND  GAME  00036*1 
DEPARTMENT. 

June  24,  1992  C  f  3 

CONTINUED  CONCERN  OVER  THE  OEVELQPErifNT  OF  A  KTI.TTARY  BQM&IHC- 
■avttr  tm  nuvstrr  ratify  tn  Idaho  tn  the  heart  QF  a  RECOVERY.  AREA 
,  FOR  THRrr  THPEATrMm  OR  FN  DANG  FRED  SPF.C1ES - 


CONTINUING  OPPOSITION  TO  AN  EXPANDED 
BOMBING  RANGE  IN  IDAHO 
JUNE  12. 1997 


I  continue  to  firmly  oppose  the  development  of  •  military  bombing 
range  in  Owyhee  County  as  described  In  the  document,  PROPOSALS 
FOR  THE  AIR  TORCE  IN  IDAHO:  TINAL  ENVIR0NMENTAL7KPACT  STATEMENT- 


GE-2  We  continue  to  be  unalterably  opposed  to  the  U.S.  Air  Force  plan  to  expand 

their  bombing  range  in  an  area  that  is  so  critical  to  the  well  being  of  our  people 
and  our  animals  (both  domestic  and  wild)  there,'  the  Indian  Tribe  that  dwells 
there  in  it*s  noise  impact  range,  the  wild  sheep  (that  has  been  transplanted  from 
Canada)  that  flourish  there,  the  world  famous  Peregrine  Falcon  recovery  area, 
the  Owyhee  River,  whose  water  is  an  integral  need  for  the  recovery  of  our  wild 
salmon  and  our  national  emblem,  the  Eagle  who  fish  in  the  streams  that  will  be 
harassed  there. 


I  do  so  with  *  f ••ling  of  concern  that  this  project  continues 
to  be  pursued  In  spite  of  the  fact  that  it  ia  clearly  in 
pvlolation  of  the  Endangered  Species  Act,  and  is  therefore 
B I”26  I  illegal.  Has  the  Airforce  acquired  the  power  to  place  itaelf 
above  the  laws  of  the  land  to  take  possession  of  resources  at 
will?  To  again  reiterate  my  opposition: 


If  the  U.S.  Air  Force  haJ  been  a  sworn  enemy  of  the  people  of  this  state  of 
Idaho,  they  could  not  have  hurt  us  more  with  this  wild  plan;  for  tourism  is  the 
very  heart  of  the  economic  well  being  of  our  state  for  it  is  the  third  largest  revenue 
producer  in  our  state.  Where  will  we  go  for  funding  for  our  schools,  for  programs 
for  our  elderly,  our  social  programs  for  the  handicapped  and  on  and  on,  if  you 
are  going  to  play  war  games  in  the  middle  of  our  uniqueness? 

Shame  on  you!  The  information  wc  are  receiving  from  “C  Span”  is  showing 
that  you  are  continuing  to  gear  up  for  war  when  you  should  be  down  sizing  for 
peace  -  our  fine  Secretary  of  State,  Madeline  Albright,  recently  made  this 
inference. 


Subsonic  and  supersonic  flights  have  been  known  to  adversly 
affect  bighorn  sheep  population*  In  other  areas  where  such 
actions  have  occured.  Fhyslological  excitement,  running,  and 
loss  of  forage  opportunities  during  periods  of  disturbance  all 
Increase  metabolic  demands  and  potentially  reduce  the  bighorn’s 
ability  to  survive.  Habituation  has  not  occured  emong 
freeranging  bighorns.  The  Airforce  ha*  produced  no  studies 
which  rafute  the  above  statement...  Since  thie  Is  a  recovery 
and  transplant  area  for  the  California  bighorn  sheep  (  Ovis 
canadensis  californlana,  of  which  there  were  five  subspecies 
and  one  has  been  lost  forever)  it  is  critical  that  the  Airforce 


I  had  two  brothers  in  the  Air  Force  during  World  War  II  and  one  of  them 
lost  his  life.  I  was  proud  our  Air  Force  then  - 1  am  deeply  ashamed  of  you  now  - 
as  you  continue  to  pursue  you  plans  without  considering  the  well  being  of  your 
own  people.  This  unique  area  should  be  protected  under  wilderness  classification 
-  and  kept  forever  from  harms  wav. 
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realize  what  is  at  risk  here...  What  is  at  risk  . .. 

1.  Abandoment  or  reduced  use  of  currently  occupied  habitat. 

2.  Reduced  production  of  lambs. 

3.  Reduction  of  usable  habitat. 

4  Reduction  or  loss  of  sport  hunting  opportunity. 

5.  Loss  of  a  source  of  transplant  stock  for  suitable, 
unoccupied,  habitat  in  Idaho,  the  Western  United  States  and 
Western  Canada. 

"I?  is  the  opinion  of  our  research  SPECIALISTS  IN  THE  IDAHO  FISH 
AND  GAME  DEPARTMENT  THAT  THE  EFFECTS  OF  ACTIONS  AS  PROPOSED 
'MAY  ADVERSELY  AFFECT  BIGHORN  POPULATIONS  ASSOCIATED  WITH  EAST 
FORK  OWYHEE  RIVER  AND  ITS  TRIBUTARIES.  TO  FURTHER  EXACERBATE 
THE  PROBLEM,  IT  PROBABLY  WILL  REDUCE  OPTIONS  AVAILABLE  FOR 
PROVIDING  THE  CALIFORNIA  BIGHORN  SHEEP  NATIONWIDE...  IN  HY. 
OPINION  THE  AIRFORCE  HAS  SHOWN  NO  PROOF  THAT  THIS  WILL  NOT 


IRREVERSABLY  HARM  THIS  AREA. 


Thera  is  a  Bird's  of  Prey  recovery  area  that  can  be  damaged 
by  this  plan.  "Robertson!  1970)  reported  massive  nesting  failure 
anor.g  terns  associated  with  sonic  booms,  reproduction  of  domestic 
chickens,  including  reduced  egg  weight,  number  of  eggs  produced, 
and  delayed  sexual  maturity  of  pullets!  Okamoto  et  al.  1963)... 
Boutellier  (  1972)  showed  birds  so  exposed  showed  decreased 
egg  production  and  increased  breakage.  Falcons  and  Gulls 
exhibited  a  strong  flight  response  to  low  flying  aircraft. 

Noise  impacts  within  canyonlands  will  result  in  abandonment 
of  nesting  habitats  by  falcons,  other  raptors,  and  perhaps 
other  bird  species...*  We  have  a  World  Recovery  Area  in  tha 
Owyhee's,  of  the  Peregrine  Falcon.  These  Falcon  heva  been  on 
the  Endangered  list.  Cornell  University  in  Ithica,New  York, 
has  worked  with  appropriate  agencies  in  Idaho  to  establish  a 
recovary  area  for  Raptors  in  Idaho...  The  experiences  cited 
above,  of  those  who  have  studied  the  results  of  subsonic  and 
supersonic  flights  on  falcons  and  other  raptors,  show  the  risk 
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that  is  inherant  in  the  Airforce  bombing  range  plan  in  the 
Owyhee s .  THE  AIRFORCE  HAS  NOT  PROVEN  THAT  HARM  TO  THE  RAPTORS 
WILL  NOT  OCCUR  AND  THAT  THE  VIABILITY  AND  PRODUCTIVENESS  OF  THIS 
WORLD  WIDE  VALUED  RESOURCE  WILL  NOT  BE  DIMINISHED. . .UNDER  THE 
LAWS  OF  OUR  GREAT  LAND  THEY  MUST  DO  SO  BEFORE  PROCEEDING  WITH 
THEIR  PLANS. 

Perhaps  our  largest  concern  at  this  tima  In  Idaho  centers  on  the 
impacts  to  our  Fishery  populations.  Deep  Creek,  Battle  Creek, 
Dickshooter  Creek,  Pole-Camas  Creek  and  the  East  Fork  of  the 
Owyhee  River  have  all  been  designated  for  Federal  Wild  l  Scenic 
status...  To  insure  their  protection  four  wilderness  areas  have 
been  designated,  which  includes  an  archaeological  site  of  major 
historical  value.  Although  salmon  once  ran  in  Idaho  above  the 
Hell's  Canyon  Complex,  they  are  now  stymied 

by  the  huge  dams,  and  yet  the  water  that  is  generated  by  the  East 
Fork  complex  of  the  Owyhee  river  is  more  critical  than  ever  for 
the  passage  of  the  smolts  and  their  journey  home  as  adults  to 
respond  to  their  imprinting  demands.  Thus  the  waters  from  the 
Ovyhees,  Henry's  Fork, the  Middle  Snake,  the  Payette,  the  Salmon, 
the  Clearwater,  and  the  Kootenai,  all  play  a  major  role  in  one  of 
the  most  magnificent  plans  of  nature  !  her  provision  for  a  safe 
journey  for  her  ocean  travelers,  both  to  and  from  the  ocean  ).  It 
was  a  plan  devised  by  Mother  Nature  and  you  can't  beat  Mother 
Nature.  So . 

OUR  FISHERY'  BIOLOGISTS  TELL  US  ....'‘THE  USE  OF  FLARES  AND  OR 
DIRECT  DISTURBANCE  OF  GROUND  AND  VEGETATION  OVER  A  MUCH  EXPANDED 
RANGE  OF  INFLUENCE  BY  THE  AIR  FORCE  HAS  THE  POTENTIAL  TO  CAUSE 
INCREASED  SEDIMENTATION  LOADINGS  INTO  SENSITIVE  WATERSHEDS,  MOST 
OF  WHICH_  ALREADY-  HAVE  HABITAT  DEGRADATION  PROBLEMS.  INCREASED 
SEDIMENT  LOADS  WOULD  HAVE  DELETERIOUS  AFFECT  ON  FISH  AND  FISH 
HABITAT,  AS  WELL  AS  THE  PRODUCTION  OF  AQUATIC  INSECTS,  PRIMARY 
“OOD  ITEMS.  FOR  STREAM  DWELLING  SALMONIDS."  If  this  Is  the  case 
you  are  in  conflict  with  the  National  Marine  Fisheries  Service  as 


well  as  the  Northwest  Power  Planning  Council  in  their  att e mp t s_.  t o 
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j_restore  the  anadromous  fish  rum  in  Idaho. 


SO-2 


WR-1 


If  all  thing*  are  to  be  considered  ,  the  social  implications  have 
not  been  adequately  eddressed  by  the  Airforce...  and  they  are 
immense.  The  impact  of  additional  populations  on  our  resources 
has  not  been  carefully  scrutinized  since  Idaho  sat  aside  its  Land 
Us.  Planning  Act  of  1975.  The  impacts  on  our  schools,  our 
funding  for  those  schools,  the  increased  need  for  libraries  for 
607  new  households  and  487  new  children,  the  increased  need  for 
police  and  fire  protection  I  this  could  be  substantial)  and  Most 
“f  All,  the  need  for  water.  The  Airforce  plan  Is  to  bring  in  a 
new  well  which  will  pump  water  from  Cinder  Butte  aquifer.  This 
aquifer  Is  Identified  by  the  Idaho  Water  Resource  Department  as  a 
critical  ground  water  area...  It  would  then  appear  that  we  are 
running  the  risk  of  collapsing  an  aquifer.  IT  MIGHT  BE  WISE  TO 
DO  AN  ECONOMIC  STUDY  TO  SEE  IF  IF  THE  RESOURCES  AND  THE  INFLUX  OF 
POPULATION  ARE  COMPATABLS. 

However,  the  most  distressful  aspect  of  this  whole  venture  is  the 
impact  that  this  proposal  would  have  on  our  Indian  population 
at  Duck  Valley.  This  bombing  range  would  make  their  lives  a 
living  hell.  For  no  other  reason  I  believe  the  good  people  of 
Idaho  will  never  endorse  this  plan. 


Studies  cited: 

Scott  Grunder,  Idaho  Fish  t  Game  Department,  Potential  Impacts 
of  Flares  end  Extensive  Ground  Disturbence  to  Fishery  Resources 
and  Habitat.  _  • 

Dr.  Dale  E.  Toweill  et  Walt  Bodie,  Big  Horn  Sheep  in  Ovyhee 
County,  Idaho,  Effects  of  Sonic  Booms , Flares,  and  Chaff. 

Comments  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement , Cal  Groen, 
Chief  Resource  end  Program  Coordination,  Idaho  Fish  and  Game 
Department,  p8,  pp3. 
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United  States  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 
P.O  Box  329 
Boise.  ID  S370 1-0329 


The  revised  training  range  for  Mountain  Kane  Air  Force  Base  will  again 
be  subject  to  the  process  of  public  corrent  to  take  into  consideration  all  of 
the  users  of  that  land  under  the  multiple  use  concept.  These  ongoing  hearings 
and  concerns  have  come  to  a  point  where  a  conclusion  and  a  determination  must 
be  made.  These  types  of  hearings  have  been  going  on  for  over <£pA7~y ears. 

1.  The  United  States  Department  of  Defense  and  the  United  States  Air  . 
Force  has  determined  through  research  and  Investigations  of  different  possi¬ 
bilities  in  other  states  and  other  Installations  and  have  determined  that  this 
area  serves  the  purpose  of  providing  adequate  training  at  the  least  expense, 
trouble  and  concern  to  the  public  and  taxpayers. 

2.  The  (multiple  use  concept  whereby  grazing  is  allowed,  hunting  and  fishing 
are  allowed  and  there  is  public  access  to  the  area  for  sightseeing,  rsekheund 
expeditions,  etc.  have  been  addressed  and  answered  to  the  satisfaction  of  ail 
parties  concerned. 

3.  Flight  plans  have  been  altered  to  take  into  consideration  the  big 
horn  sheep  population,  the  concerns  of  the  Owyhee  Indian  nation  regarding  their 
burial  grounds  and  the  canyonlands  habitat. 

Having  the  aforementioned  concerns  satisfied,  if  environmental  groups  con¬ 
tinue  to  try  to  block  this  training  range,  then  it  becomes  apparent  that  their 
concerns  are  not  to  protect  this  nation  and  cur  way  of  life  in  this  very  un¬ 
settled  world.  They  have  no  concern,  whatsoever,  for  a  multiple  use  concept 
that  takes  Into  consideration  human  needs  as  well  as  nature.  The  ecosystem, 
in  their  view,  Is  a  return  to  a  pure  love  of  nature,  that  mar.  is  a  creature 
that  has  no  more  value,  In  their  mindset,  as  does  the  Bnuneau  Warm  Spring 
snail,,  a  tsetse  Tly  or  any  other  creature  that  walks,  runs',  slithers,  flies 
or  lives  in  a  dung  hill.  The  vast  majority  of  A-nerican  cithers  realize  that 
we  should  be  benevolent  caretakers  of  this  earth  and  Cod’s  creations.  We  all 
should  show  and  have  at  least  as  much  respect  and  concern  for  the  Creator  as 
we  do  for  the  creation. 


GE-2  To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  I  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Came  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States. 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force’s  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement 

Also,  I  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game  concerning  supersonic  ar.d  subsonic  overflight  retief  during  lambing  season  and  the 

annual  hunting  season,  as  the  366*  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely, 

Signature  Required 
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G  E-3  To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  I  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  to  re-establish  >  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States. 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also,  I  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  F;sh  and 
Game  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  366’''  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Basecurrently  trains 

Thank  you fem|heof^rt’jpu^tQ^oei'^nt/7 
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United  States  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 

PO  Box  329 

Boise.  ID  83701-0329 
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GE-3  To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  I  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  to  re  establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho.  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States. 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force’s  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also,  I  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Came  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  366*  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely, 

Signature  Rtqtiireii 
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GE-3  To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  I  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Came  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho.  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States. 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also,  I  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  366*  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely, 

Signature  Required  y 


GE-3  To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  I  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho.  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States. 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also,  I  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  366  '’  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely, 

Signature  Required  _ _ 
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Re:  Idaho  training  range  proposal 
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7V  Foundation  for  Worth  American  Wild  Sheep  has  been  working  with  the  Air  Force  over  the 
proposed  development  of  a  supersonic  battlefield.  After  reviewing  the  draft  Environmental 
Impact  Sfflfrmenf  the  Foundation  finds  that  the  project  will  be  detrimental  to  bighorn  sheep 
populations  in  Southwestern  Idaho.  Your  support  is  needed.  Please  sign  this  letter,  add  your 
comments  and  mail  to  the  address  listed 


First,  I’d  like  to  thank  the  Air  Force  for  being  receptive  to  the  citizens  of  Idaho 
and  the  nation  in  dropping  the  terribly  conceived  Big  Springs  range.  The 
Juniper  Butte  target  range  would  almost  be  acceptable  if  it  weren't  for  the 
other  features  of  the  proposal:  the  extension  of  air  space,  the  electronic  emitter 
stations  and  coneommitant  road  travel,  the  chaff,  the  five  simulated  bombing 
areas,  the  500  foot  canyon  flyovers.  No  matter  how  one  fusses  with  the  details, 
the  rich  heritage  and  splendor  of  the  Owyhee  country  will  be  marred  forever. 

Three  years  ago  I  was  on  a  horse  south  of  Battle  Creek  when  a  fighter  came 
over  from  behind  low  enough  to  knock  my  hat  off  It  could  not  be  heard-it  was 
just  suddenly,  awesomely,  ear-splittingly  there.  The  horse  dumped  me  and 
bolted,  and  I  can’t  say  I  liked  being  attacked  by  my  own  country’s  armed  forces. 
Now  this  is  anecdotal  misfortune.  But  many  anecdotes  make  a  story,  and  the 
story  says  military  use  will  destroy  the  seclusion,  harass  wildlife,  scar  the  land. 

The  base  closure  blackmail  scenario  is  over.  The  Mountain  Home  airbase  is 
here  to  stay.  What  Saylor  Creek  can’t  provide,  the  Nevada  and  Utah  bases  can. 
The  American  military  has  a  long  history  of  making  do.  The  logic  of  combat 
readiness  is  being  able  to  cope  with  situations  that  arc  less  than  ideal. 

My  children  are  the  fifth  generation  from  this  part  of  the  West.  I  hope  a  sixth 
and  seventh  and  more  will  be  able  to  live  in  it  as  I  have. 

Furthermore,  much  of  the  affected  land  belongs  to  all  Americans.  There  should 
be  hearings  in  Boston,  Tallahassee,  and  Council  Bluffs.  The  West  obliged  ihe 
vast  airspace  and  testing  needs  of  the  military  already,  and  wisdom  generally 
ruled  in  selecting  areas  of  scant  value.  As  this  region  continues  to  get  an  influx 
of  population  and  tourists,  the  Owhyee  country  has  ever-increasing  value,  in 
economic  and  recreational  and  spiritual  ways,  and  I’m  dead-set  against  giving 
it  up  to  save  fuel  costs. 


Cotton  Ward  \ 
5291  E.  Hoodoo 
Kuna  ID  83634 


United  States  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 
P.O.  Box  329 
Boise,  I DS370 1-0329 

G  E-3  To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  I  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho.  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States. 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement 

Also,  I  woutd  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  366*  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Horn  e  Air  Base  currently  trains. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely, 

Signature  Rrquiyd  j 


A  rublffr  i/J 

M:  JUfU  Am. 


0003SS 


SMuPJ^o  ILfJsbtif  P  o^o^^iJTT. 


U  S.  Air  Force/ 
BL.M. 

P.O  Box  329 
Boise.  ID  83701 


l  would  like  to  make  a  statement  as  to  why  there  should  be  NO  BOMBfNG  RANGE  over 
any  ofthe  following  river  corridors:  Bruneau.  Jarbidge,  and  Owyhee  Rivers.  These  are 
extraordinary  rivers  which  have  an  immense  recreational,  natural  and  spiritual  use  for  all 
Americans.  These  areas  are  definitely  better  left  as  they  are  now-  wild,  scenic  and  See  for 
everyone  to  enjoy. 

Please  do  the  right  thing  for  the  land,  hs  animal  inhabitants,  and  for  future  generations  of 
Americans 


Brian  Reynolds 
4320  W  Holmes 
Boise.  ID  83706 
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P.0.  Box  329 

Boise.  ID  83701-0329 


0003SG 


0003SS 


GE-3  To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  I  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Came  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County.  Idaho.  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States. 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also,  I  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  366*  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely.  * 

Signature  Required  /  S 


U.S.  Air  Force/ 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  329 

Boise,  Idaho  83701-0329 

Dear  Sir  or  Madam: 

We  are  writing  in  opposition  to  any  expansion  of  Air  Force  training  facilities  in  the  Bruneau 
Jarbndge  or  Owyhee  River  drainages.  We  believe  that  the  greater  public  interest  would  be  ' 
served  by  declanng  these  areas  to  be  a  national  monument  and  reserving  them  for  recreation, 
appreciation  and  protection. 

Our  family  regularly  hikes  and  fishes  these  river  systems.  The  opportunities  for  solitude  and 
enjoyment  of  sp!end,d  desert  canyonlands  are  unequaled  in  this  region  of  the  country.  We  hope 
that  our  children  will  be  able  to  enjoy  these  same  experiences. 

So.  please  add  our  names  to  the  thousands  of  people  in  Idaho  and  the  Northwest  who  oppose  any 
expansion  of  Air  Force  training  and  bombing  facilities  in  this  region.  Thank  you. 


J"/>  c,  7Tv*c  0c>,  po/v  S+r:**; 

Art  ,  «.*«/  *,/,«/  /k 

fay,  A/f  73  U/'SOrt.  -rAisr  Jir  ?»*•**'  /. 


Jack  E  Williams 
2250  W.  Buckhom  Court 
Eagle,  Idaho  83616 


Cindy  Dtfacbn  Willi; 
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June  15,1997 


US  air  Force/Blm 
PO  Box  329 

Boise.  Id.  83701-0329 


GE-2  Gentlemen: 


Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  DESS 
for  the  proposed  Enhanced  Training  Range. 


^4y  first  concern  with  the  i 
of  the  alternatives  descri! 
already  designated  for  mil 
The  nearby  states  of  Utah  . 
ranges  availahle.  (see  maj 
DEIS)  Perhaps  the  scope  o 
expanded.  Under  the  cu 
TCTION)  would  be  the  best 


Force  has  unde 
noise  on  the  wi 


[Tl  The  Air 
supersonic 
areas . 


statement  is  the  limitation 
bed.  Why  hasn't  land  that  is 
itary  training  considered? 
and  Nevada  have  close  by 
p  Vol .  2  Attachment  2  in  the 
f  the  planning  process  should 
rrent  process  Alternative  A  (NO 
choice  because  of  the  following 

restimated  the  impact  of 
ldlife  and  people  that  use  these 


2)  These  canyon  lands  are  being  considered  for  national 
recognition  and  protection.  They  are  one  of  the  last 
places  left  in  the  continental  US  wheifc  solitude  can  be 
enjoyed. 


I  personally  enjoy  theseelands  for  the  opportunity  to 
hunt  and  observe  the  wildlife.  As  a  combat  veteran 
I  am  not  against  expansion  of  Air  Force  training.  I 
think  there  are  more  suitable  places  for  this  to  occur. 


P^peptfully , 


000331 


U.S  Air  Force/  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
P.O  Box  329 
Boise.  ID  83701-0329 

Warren  Davis 
711  Elm 
Kuna  ID.  83634 


As  a  life  long  resident  of  Idaho  I  am  writing  to  voice  my  support  for  the  US  AF,  Mountain  Home 
Air  Force  Base,  and  the  training  range  expansion. 

The  Air  Force  has  been  pan  of  Idaho  for  many  years,  much  longer  than  many  of  Idaho's  new 
residents  who  oppose  training  range  expansion.  A  great  deal  of  money  has  been  spent  studying 
the  impacts  of  the  expanded  range.  This  study  has  fully  addressed  all  environmental  concerns 
associated  with  expansion. 

Please  don’t  allow  the  unfounded  emotional  concerns  of  a  few  override  common  sense  and  the 
need  for  this  range.  All  of  Idaho  benefits  from  the  S400  million  dollars  that  MHAFB  adds  the 
economy,  not  just  The  City  of  Mountain  Home. 


Dennis  Rice 

5269  Bainbridge  Dr 

Boise,  ID  83703 


P.S.  Please  enter  this  letter  into  the  public  record. 
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June  10,  1997 
631  Eallingrude  Dr. 

Twin  Falls,  Idaho  83301 


United  States  Air  Forco/B  ureju  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  329 

Boise.  ID  83701  -0329 


000396 


U  S  Air  Force 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

?  0  Box  329 

Boise,  Idaho  83702-0329 


It  seems  that  every  time  the  United  States  wins  another 
war,  as  ve  did  recently  in  the  Persian  Gulf,  with  our 
precise  and  sophisticated  bombing  accuracy,  ve  cone  home 
and  want  to  bomb  more  of  our  own  country. 

We  are  getting  so  much  restricted  air  space  now  that  a 
private  plane,  or' a  commercial  plane  win  have  difficulty 
flying  across  the  Western  United  States. 

Why  can't  the  U  S  Marines,  the  U  S  Navy  and  the  U  S  Air 
Force  work  more  closely  and  be  more  efficient  with  the 
facilities  they  already  have. 

NO!  !  We  do  NOT  need  ar.y  more  BOMBING  RANGES  !  ! 

Respectfully, 


‘T'Xor 


Frank  R.  Florence 


GE-3  To  Whom  if  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  (he  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  !  would  like  (he  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Came  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho.  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force’s  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement 

Also,  I  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Carre  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  rcher  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  366'*  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment 

Sincerely. 

5i$«rtfi»rr  Rciniirctl 


U  2<u/ 


Si  . — T~  yi  sm,  o/1- 

~  "'r7 
/?0  S*  /3/6  V*-'  J 


000407 


000407 


702  East ,  3400  North 

Cast  1 eford ,  Idano  €3?21 
June  13,  1*?7 


U.5.  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land 

f-.D.  Bo*  329 

COI59,  loano  33701-0329 

GE-1  uentiemen  or  Ladiesi 

hs  residents  of  »V*we*t:Brn  Twin  Falls  Countv  <Gur  home  is  just 
7  miles  «ect  or  the  Owyhee  County  liny.),  we  hjv»  m»a»  it  a  point 
cc*  ««eo  reasonaolv  wail  informed  conc*rning  the  procosed  r’pmtion 
of  tne  oomoing  range  during  the  past  several  yturi.  Accordingly, 
on  j'.ine  Z>,  we  attendee!  the  public  hearing  held  in  Twin  Falls  on  tne 
draft  environmental  impact  ctatemort  for  the  Enhanced  Training  ir 
Idano  program  sought  by  the  U.5.  Air  Force.  Subseciuent  1  y .  o f 
course,  we  have  •vamlned  the  materials  collected  at  the  hearing, 
including  the  "Community  Report "  puolished  by  the  Air  Force. 

We  believe  that  the  United  States  must  continue  to  maintain 
tn»  strongest  military  force  on  tne  planet,  in  order  to  preserve 
tne  freedom  of  this  ration.  We  therefore  support  the  expansion  of 
tne  oombing  range,  to  the  extent  that  such  expansion  is  deemed 
aoioiutely  necessary  to  assure  that  Air  Force  personnel  are 
properly  trained.  In  this  connection,  franlly,  we  are  troubled  by 
statements  released  by  the  Air  Force  in  the  past  that  suggest  that 
expansion  of  the  range  <*.ay  not  really  be  necessary,  although  it  is 
oeaired  Dy  some  officials.  What  is  the  official  Air  Force 
position? 

while  we  are  as  concerned  about  the  environment  and  wildlife 
as  anyone  wise,  we  do  not  classify  ourselves  as  "env t ronmenta 1  - 
lets.”  We  therefore  will  leave  it  to  oth*-s  to  wori-  with  the  Air 
rprew  and  tne  Bureau  of  Land  management  to  assure  that  proper 
safeguard*  ary  includes  in  any  final  olan  that  may  emerge  from 
ties'*  proceedings. 

Our  major  concerns  regarding  expansion  of  tne  bombing  range 
Canter  on  the  prpoaDle  effects  of  increased  air  operations  on  the 
oaooie,  livestock,  anc  structures  in  cvr  are*.  Regardless  of  your 
good  intentions,  we  douot  tnat  you  will  be  able  to  prevent  tne 
assault  cm  our  area  Oy  low-flying  jet  aircraft.  Sucn  flights  could 
exact  a  n:gi  d-.:»  in  term*  of  our  peace  and  tranoui  i  lty.  If  you 
nust  e'oaho  tne  range,  we  air  that  you  not  select  the  option 
rea-est  to  Twin  Fails  Z  dun  tv --Jumper  Butte.  And  since  tne 
■'environmental  ists"  almost  certainly  will  Dt  rest  caaoted  to  your 
adopting  the  urasmyre  alternative,  we  are  left  with  Cipher  E<utte  as 
me  lesser  cf  tne  evtls--».e. ,  tne  ooticn  likely  to  displease  tne 
smallest  number  o-‘  people. 


hi*  Force  pr*i:niel  who  conducted  tne  nearing  in  Twin  Falls, 
as  well  as  tnnsr  supported  them  in  various  capacities,  were  a 

:*Mit  to  tne  service.  (As  a  former  Am  Force  officer.  I  tool* 
pr-.be  tn  -he  pro  F#»sh  t  on  a  1  i  pm  of  these  men  and  women.  *  Our  pest 
or.  It 

zf  this  project  nas  cast  the  Air  Force  into  an  adversarial  role  in 
opposition  to  the  civilian  population  of  the  area  affected. 


Sincerely 

(ZuAtyJ) 


chard  and  Judith  Andrew 
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Enhanced  Training  In  Idaho 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 


WRITTEN  COMMENT  SHEET 

Public  Hearing  Location:  — ant.  Hama.  Idaho _ 

Thank  you  for  providing  your  comments  on  the  Enhanced  Tracing  in  Idaho  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement 

Date:  June  13.  1997 


The  U.S.  Air  Force  has  done  an  excellent  job  of  coding  up  with 
three  proposal*  for  Enhanced  Training  In  Idaho.  Any  of  those  three 
will  meet  their  needs  to  adequately  protect  our  way  of  life,  with 
the  least  expense  and  also  embodies  the  multiple  use  concept. 

The  individuals,  groups,  and/or  organizations  that  protest  don't 
understand  the  lifestyle  that  our  military  has  preserved  for  the 
rest  of  us.  If  we  had  not  had  a  military  that  was  willing  to 
sacrifice  everything  in  our  past  wars,  we  would  not  be  a  free 
country  today. 

I  fully  aupport  any  three  of  the  proposals  presented  and  suggest 
that  the  ETI  be  approved  as  presented. 


Michael  J.  Hiller 

1240  Holiday  Drive,  Htn.  Home,  ID  83647 


CVS'craflip  Code 


Please  hand  this  form  in  or  mail  before  August  6, 1997  lo: 

U.S,  Air  Foxce/Bureau  of  lar>d  Management 
P.O  Bo*  329 
Boise.  ID  83701-0329 


FRIENDS  OFTHE  WEST 


HC  67,  BOX  680  •  CLAYTON,  ID  83227  •  208/838-2431 


FAX  208/838-2685 


U.  S  Air  Force 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P  0  Bo*  329 

Boise,  ED  83701-0329 

To  Whom  It  May  Concern. 

The  U.  S.  Air  Force’s  proposal  to  establish  a  supersonic  battlefield  in  the  Idaho 
Owyhee  canyonjands  is  unacceptable  This  is  an  area  enjoyed  by  floaters,  hikers, 
campers,  and  others  Our  organization  is  very  much  opposed  to  this  bombing  range  for 
the  following  reasons 

1.  All  of  the  proposed  alternatives  will  cause  an  unacceptable  increase  in  noise 
pollution 

2  The  Air  Force  has  underestimated  the  effect  i  of  the  extremely  loud  and  unpredictable 
noise  on  people  and  animals 

3.  The  Bruneau,  Jarbridge  and  Owyhee  canyonlands  are  extraordinary  and  deserve 
national  recognition  and  protection 

4.  The  Air  Force  already  has  sufficient  bombing  ranges  to  practices  their  maneuvers 
Thank  you  for  taking  these  reasons  into  consideration. 


Kathy  Richmond,  Vice  President 
Friends  of  the  West 
HC  67,  Box  680 
Clayton,  ID  83227-9702 


000414 


0U0415 


311  EUlenDr. 
Boise,  Idaho  83705 
June  13,  1997 


Pill  Chisholm 
19073E  Hvy  30 
Buhl,  Idaho  83316 


U-S.  Air  Force /Bureau  ofljand  Management 

P.O.  Box  329 

Boise,  Idaho  83701-9329 


GE-1  Greetings, 


I  am  opposed  to  the  simulated  air- battle  field  over 
Elmore  and  Owyhee  counties  because  of  the  environmental 
Impact.  This  Is  one  of  tbe  wildest  regions  In  the  lower  48 
states  and  I  strongly  feel  wc  should  protect  it.  It  Is  time  that 
the  military  changes  their  rhlnldng  regarding  the  protection 
of  our  country.  Protecting  our  environment  Is  as  essential  to 
survival  as  Is  preparing  for  war. 


Sincerely, 

V\  iAcXjl 


Michele  McMastcr 


U .  A .  Air  Force/  BLM 

P.O.  BOX  329 

Bo i ,  Idaho  83TCI-3329 

Subject:  Enhanced  Training  In  Idaho 

Ours  Is  supposedly  a  government  of  the  people.  In 
regards  to  the  expansion  of  training  facilities  for  the  Air 
Force  the  people  have  spoken  loudly  on  several  occasions  and 
said  •Ho!’,  you’ve  got  enough  already.  Yet  here  ve  are  back 
at  It  again  and  atlll  with  no  honest  justification. 

The  U.S.  Military  exists  for  the  defense  of  this 
nation.  Host  people,  including  myself,  appreciate  that  role 
and  support  adequate  materials  and  training  to  get  the  job 
done.  It  la  quite  obvious  from  recent  experience  that  the 
■llltary  is  More  than  adequately  supplied  and  trained. 

There  is  a  fine  line  betveen  defending  against 
potential  oppressors  and  becoming  the  oppressor.  K#  live  in 
a  world  not  composed  of  isolated  events  and  Issues  existing 
In  a  separate  and  linear  reality,  but  In  a  spherical  reality 
of  Interconnected  events  existing  in  a  dynamic  and  ever 
changing  reality.  The  wants  of  the  Air  Force  are  not 
Isolated  from  the  rest  of  the  society.  An  over  aggressive 
military  actually  can  diminish  national  security  by 
alienating  our  people  from  the  military. 

In  economics  the  Is  a  concept  called  the  "law  of 
diminishing  returns*,  a  point  at  which  expanded  production 
starts  to  decrease  profitability.  The  expanded  training 
proposal  fits  into  this  category.  It  goes  beyond  what  Is 
needed  and  actually  erodes  support  and  confidence  in  the  Air 
Force. 

Our  nation  faces  incredible  economic  and  environmental 
challenges  which  feed  into  social  challenges.  Every  aspect 
of  our  society  Is  being  forced  to  cope  with  the  fact  that 
resources  have  to  be  better  utilized  if  vs  as  a  nation  are 
going  to  avoid  calamity.  It  only  makes  sense  that  the  Air 
Force  share  In  this  making  do  with  leas. 

This  Enhanced  Training  proposal  is  not  wanted.  It  is  by 
the  Air  Force's  own  admission  not  needed  and  It  should  be 
withdrawn  and  let’s  then  get  on  with  being  <»ood  neighbors 
and  taking  on  the  other  aerlous  Issues  that  face  this 
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U  S.  Air  Force/ 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.0.  Box  329 

Boise,  ©  8370 1 *03 29 

To  whom  it  may  concern: 

I  am  opposed  to  the  current  proposals  for  the  establishment  of  the  new  training  areas,  the 
so-called  “supersonic  battlefield"  in  the  Southern  Idaho  canyonlands.  I  have  been 
fortunate  to  spend  some  time  in  these  remote  canyons  and  rivers  and  can  only  imagine 
what  these  training  flights  would  do  to  the  pristine  character  of  this  area,  let  alone  the 
wildlife  populations 

As  it  currently  stands,  all  of  the  proposed  alternatives  will  cause  an  unacceptable  increase 
in  noise  pollution.  I  think  that  the  Air  Force  has  underestimated  the  effects  of  the 
extremely  loud  and  unpredictable  noise  on  people  and  animals  Further,  the  Bruneau, 
Jarbidge  and  Owyhee  canyonlands  are  extraordinary  and  deserve  national  recognition  and 
protection. 

Please  accept  these  written  comments  into  the  official  record.  Thank  you. 

Sincerely, 

f  - - 

David  Neumann 
Box  448 

Genesee,  Idaho  83832 


GE-1 

>*>-«•*■»  j-** 

000417 
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0  ox  ^ 
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G  E- 1  To  Whom  It  Should  Concern, 

I  am  extremely  opposed  to  the  proposed  extension  of  the  bombing  range  that  currently 
threatens  the  Bruneau,  Jarbidge,  and  Owyhee  rivers.  Not  only  do  I  believe  that  the  effects 
of  the  noise  disturbance  on  wildlife  are  greatly  underestimated,  buias  a  wilderness 
enthusiast  ,  an  Idaho  Native,  and  simply  a  person  who  finds  my  sanctuary  in  the  few 
wilderness  areas  left,  ft  is  unacceptable  to  fad  to  protect  our  valuable  resources.  A  decision 
to  turn  this  remote  and  precious  region  into  a  military  practice  combat  range  could  cause 
irreversible  damage.  WilLwe-saveany  of  the  extraordinary  .places  in  our  region  for 
adventurers,  hikers,  river  runners,  and  outdoor  enthusiasts  just  to  appreciate,  or  will  we 
exploit  every  area  until  we  have  no  more? 

There  has  to  be  mo  re -consideration  given  to  whether  the  expansion,  is  necessary  jt  all  and 
if  there  isn’t  a  better  place  that  could  be  used  without  causing  great  damage  that  can 
literally  never  be'rcpaired.  I  feel  that  the  Owyhee,  Bruneau,  and  Jarbidge  Canyonlands  arc 
absolutely  NOT  in  option. 

Sincerely,  iL- 

Katie  Thacker  .  IffllO 

29  North  Phillippi  1  f l  $ W* 

Boise,  Idaho  83706  M  1 
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United  States  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  329 

Boise,  ID  83701-0329 


000419 


GE-3  To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  I  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  Count)',  Idaho  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States. 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also,  I  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  366**’  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sir  ce  rely, 

Signature  Required 


United  States  Air  Force /Bireau  of  Land  Management 
PO  Box  329 
Boise.  ID  S3701  -0329 


000421 


GE-3  To  wh  om  it  May  Concern- 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  1  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Came  to  re  establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  3-ghom  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County.  Idaho  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States. 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force’s  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho 
Environmental  Impact  Statement 

Also.  1  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Came  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  366"  Composite  Wmg  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  cofr-ment  //_  -ZJ—f  JJ 

Sincerely,  A  /  /  // JL 7/^4^/ 

Signature  Re.]inr«1  ffT/f  7  In  llA 


Comments:  It  doesn’t  take  very  aueh  outside  interference  in  wild 

»heep  population*  to  ciuii  a  decline  became  of  a  acre** 
factor.  Thi*  area  ia  an  important  area  for  this  »ub  apeciei. 


Cuy _ - _ State - Zip - 

Comments-  1  •  ^  ClU 
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United  States  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 

PO  Box  329 

Boise,  ID  33701-0329 


0CC422 
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United  States  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 

PO  Box  329 

Boise,  ID  83701  0329 


GE-3  To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  I  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County.  Idaho  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also,  I  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  366*  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerelv,  _ 

_ i  C .  /  ?  T  7. 


QJT_3  To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  I  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  In  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also,  I  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Came  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  366*  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely. 

_ _ 


Address  }S  f  &QZGL/W  r*T~  d.T' _ 


Comments- 
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Address  •ST- 
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United  States  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 
P.O.  Box  329 
Boise.  ID  33701-0329 


000424 


United  States  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 
P.O.  Box  329 
Boise.  ID  S3701-0329 


00 04 2 G 


GE-3  To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  I  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Came  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho.  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States. 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also,  I  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Came  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  366“'  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely, 

Signature  Required 

'ft**— a  ffcJL - <£>'— 


GE-3  To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  1  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County.  Idaho.  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States. 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also,  I  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  3661"  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely, 

StgiMfiirr  Required 
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United  States  Air  Forcc/Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  329 

Boise,  ID  83701-0329 


OCCIZ'J 


GE-3  To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  I  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Came  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho.  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States. 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also,  I  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  366*  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trams. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely.  . — ■  / 

Signature  RpptpeG  l  J 


000434 

United  States  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  329 

Boise,  ID  83701-0329 

GE-3  To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  l  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho.  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States. 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also,  1  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  sea  son,  as  the  366“'  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely, 

Sigitafure  Required 
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United  States  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management  UvU-* 

P.O.Box  329  ' 

Boise,  ID  83701-0329 

GE-3  To  Whom  I*  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  I  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Came  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho.  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States. 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tacticat  and  electronic  air  comcat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also,  I  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  366*  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely, 

Signature  Required 


United  States  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 
P.O  Box  329 
Boise,  ID  83701-0329 


OCC441 


GE-3  To  Whom  It  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  I  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho.  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States. 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992.  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also,  I  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  366*  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment 
Sincerely, 

Signature  Required 


.State  C£ 
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June.  1997  000444 

United  States  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O  Box  329 

Boise,  ID  83701 -0329 

GE-3  To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  !  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Came  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from,  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  Count)*,  Idaho.  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States. 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992.  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also,  I  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  ar.d 
Game  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  tre 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  366*  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Ease  currently  trains. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely, 

Signature  Required 


Address  ^*^5  *£or  rr  <; 

City. 
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June.  1997  000453 

United  States  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 
PO  Box  329 
Bo-.se,  ID  33701-0329 

GE-3  To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  I  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho.  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also,  I  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Came  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  tambing  season  and  the 
annua!  hunting  season,  as  the  366*  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely, 

Signature  Required 


\J  .  ('oIaaAix'i - > 

- fl - 

■  Gr^r  va  \!  ■ 

os  'Z>3tp  Am 

> _ 1 


Comments:  “X  V  \><Z  ujo  <-*.  p*0  £>**•  UuU 

\\  Vciro^Vv  f  ‘VVindr  -Vwi.  V^fjeevt-^  c  -£  pf-e  ‘.^JTcU 

cicrtV  vjant  <  P«v  n  A>e.^  fcomlcMnj  , 


140 


Written  Comments 
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United  States  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 
P.O  Box  329 
Boise,  ID  83701-0329 


GE-3  To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  I  would  like  the  Idaho 
Deparrment  of  Fish  and  Came  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho.  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States. 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also,  I  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Came  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  366"'  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains. 


Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 


Sincerely, 

Si^natury  Required 


United  States  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  329 

Boise.  ID  53701-0329 


0GG4G5 


GE-3  To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  I  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho.  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States. 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also,  I  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Came  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  366m  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Since  rely. 

Signature  Required 
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United  States  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  329 

Boise,  ID  33701-0329 

GE-3  To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  I  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Came  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho.  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States. 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also,  I  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Came  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  366“'  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base'  currently  trains. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely, 

Signature  Required 


United  States  Air  Forcc/Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  329 

Boise.  ID  83701-0329 

GE-3  To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  I  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho.  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States. 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Abo.  1  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Came  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  366*  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  tAcomment. 

Sincerely,  I  I 

Signature  Rejut'rerL-v- - a — V - t 
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June,  1997  000478 

United  States  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 
P.O  Box  329 
Boise.  ID  83701-0329 

GE-3  To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  I  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho.  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also.  I  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annua!  hunting  season,  as  the  366"'  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely, 

Signature  Required 


Add,,«  gift  £  Aft  A>  A. 
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United  States  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  329 

Boise,  ID  33701-0329 

GE-3  To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  I  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Came  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also,  I  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  366'"  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely, 

Sig»tflf»re  Required 
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United  States  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  329 

Boise.  ID  83701  0329 

GE-3  To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  I  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Came  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  fro  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement 

Also,  I  would  tike  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  366"' Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains 

Thank  you  for  the  opporunitv  to  comment 

w  Qlu.jLu- 

Stymtfwre  Required  yeri^> 
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'Written  Comments 


June, 1997 


00G495 


June,  1997 


00C4SG 


United  States  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.0.  Box  329 

Boise,  ID  83701-0329 

GE-3  To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  I  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho.  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States. 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  rot  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also,  I  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 

Game  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  366*  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely, 

Sig»rtfi»re  Reijuirtti 

United  States  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  329 

Boise,  ID  83701-0329 

GE-3  T°  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  I  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho.  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States. 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also,  I  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 

Game  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  366*  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely, 

Siyiurti/re  Hired 
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June,  1997 

000499 

United  States  Air  Force/ Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  329 

Boise.  ID  83701-0329 

GE-3  To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  I  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Came  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States. 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also,  1  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  366*  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely.  J^A^-A/t/St^ 

Signature  Required 

United  States  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management  00  V;  **9ii 

P.O  Box  329 

Boise,  ID  83701 -0329 

GE-3  To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  I  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 

California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho.  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States. 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also,  I  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 

Came  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  366*  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely, 

Signature  Required  '  ( ^ 
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June  1VV/  000457 

United  States  Air  Force/ Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  329 

Boise,  ID  S3701-0329 

GE-3  To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  I  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Came  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho.  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States. 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also,  I  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Came  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annua!  hunting  season,  as  the  366"'  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trams 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely, 

Signature  R&firirfil  ^ 
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W^.\997  000504 

United  States  Air  Force/ Bureau  cf  Land  Management 
P.O.  Box  329 
Boise,  ID  83701-0329 

GE-3  To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  I  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho.  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States. 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force’s  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also,  I  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Came  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  365**  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely, 

Signature  Required 
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United  States  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  329 

Boise,  ID  83701-0329 

GE-3  To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  I  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also,  I  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lamhing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  366"'  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely, 

Sr^imfiire  Required  g 


iture  Kcnmreu  _ _  ^ 


United  States  Air  Forec/Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O  Box  329 

Boise,  ID  S37CJ 1-0329 

GE-3  To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  1  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Came  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho.  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States. 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992.  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also,  I  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Came  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  Ihe  366* Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment 
Sincerely, 

Signature  Required 
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Writtett  Comments 


June,  1997 


0GG515 


June,  1997 


United  States  Air  Force/ Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  329 

Boise, ID  83701-0329 

To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  I  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho.  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States. 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also,  I  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  366*  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely, 

Signature  Required 


United  States  Air  Force/ Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  329 

Boise,  ID  83701-0329 


00C51S 


GE-3  To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  I  would  tike  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  to  reestablish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho.  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States. 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also,  I  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Came  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  366  ">  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 


Signature  Required 
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United  States  Air  Force/ Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  329 

Bo:sc,  ID  83701  -0329 

GE-3  To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  l  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho.  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States. 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992.  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force’s  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also,  I  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  366*  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely. 

Signature  Rcfrftfcih  _ 

.  -V..  /  y 


United  States  Air  Force/Dureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  329 

Boise.  ID  83701-0329 

GE-3  To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  l  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho.  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States. 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992.  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also,  I  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  366*  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely, 

Signature  Required  x'  J 
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000523 


United  States  Air  Feree/Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.Box  329  000522 

Boise.  ID  53701-0329  ^ 

GE-3  To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  nernber  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  1  would  l:ke  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  p-ogram  from  the 
California  3ighorr.  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (ro  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also,  I  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  durirg  lambing  season  ar.d  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  365'*  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment 
Sincerely. 

Signature  Required  ✓-n 


United  States  Air  Foree/Burea 
PO  Box  329 
Boise,  ID  337C10329 


of  Land  Management 


GE-3  To  Whom  it  May  Concern- 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  I  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Came  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habirat  in  the  Western  United  States 

The  best  means  to  re  establish  this  progran,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992.  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement 

Also,  l  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
anrua!  hunting  season,  as  the  366*  Composite  Win  gat  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely. 

Signature  Required 
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Urited  States  Air  Force/Burcau  of  land  Mai 
PO  Box  329 
Boise.  IDS37C1-U329 


GE-3  To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  I  would  like  ihe  Idaho 
Derartnert  cf  Fish  and  Game  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  progran  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  hah. tat  in  the  Western  United  States 


United  States  Air  Force/  Bureau  cf  Land  Management 

?.  0.  Box  329 

3oi se ,  ID  83701-0329 

GE-1  To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep,  I  believe 
it  is  of  utmost  importance  for  the  continued  survival  and  expansion  of 
the  California  Bighorn  sheep  that  the  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and  Game 
re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the  populations 
in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho.  This  program  in  the  past  has  proven  to  be  a 
most  reliable  source  of  transplant  stock  for  unoccupied  habitat  in  the 
Western  United  States. 

The  best  way  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  been  active 
since  1992  is  to  support  the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of 
a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range  in  Southwestern 
Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in 
Idaho-Environmental  Impact  Statement.  Both  here  and  abroad  in  U.S. 
controlled  territory  must  be  many  areas  of  less  sensitive  value  to  both 
wildlife  and  people  which  is  more  practical  to  use  by  the  Air  Force. 

In  addition,  I  see  it  a  very  Important  issue  for  mitigation  between 
the  U,  5.  Air  Force  and  the  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and  Cane  the 
supersonic  and  subsonic  flyover  during  the  la-ibing  season  and  during 
the  annual  hunting  season  as  currently  exists  due  to  training  of  the 
366th  Composite  wing  at  Mountain  Kome  Air  Base. 

I  sincerely  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 


Marlon  D.  Williams  :v 
Residence  address: 
1501  Wildwood  Cr. 
Garland,  Tx  75042 


-■"'O'M 


The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  Umied  States  Air  Force’s  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also.  I  w-ould  like  to  see  the  United  5ta*e$  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annua!  hunlirg  season,  as  the  366*  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

S:  rev  rely. 

Signature  Required 


Address  rXP  f) 
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000550 

United  States  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 

PO.  Box  329 

Boise,  ID  S3701  -0329 

GE-3  To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  1  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho.  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States. 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also,  I  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  os  the  366rt’ Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely, 

Signature  Requirct^l  ^ _ 

June'1997  00CS56 

United  States  Air  Force /Bureau  of  Land  Management 

PO.  Box  329 

Boise,  ID  83701-0329 

GE-3  To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  I  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho.  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States. 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also,  I  would  tike  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  366th  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely. 

Signature  Required  ^  / 

Name  . . _£ffAifir.  (jl T^ffgfc:,  / _ 

Name  6A'/lb  L.  H£rf 

Address  HfS'itovwo  TliriUvZ 

Address  Po.  Aox 

Citv  do*lA\.C 7/tnL£<L  State  cL  _  Zip  Z  HI  Vl 

Comments:  I  undrestand  the  needs  for  Air  Force  Training  facilities  in  that  I  served 
in  the  8th  AF  1942-45  389th  Bomb  Gp.,  B-24's  and  in  1951-52  with  the 

435th  TC  in  Korea.  However,  as  a  sportsman  I  also  understand  and  support 
0»^ed^|r^fection  for  our  wild-life.  Please  seriously  consider 

Comments:  c-  Lvwy  L  h  of  /Yuh  i~<xry  /a*  ^ 

°\rt>  t 1  OjSc.',O>'bt0<*±  W  vv/a/c.  rl  C_ c. <x/  j~a  L  t, 

o  ot  <J  c,  cA  k  y  rl  C-  ivy  nof/ovia/  lc/S 

rL  o  r\  jji  ccc.  mcolto/  T^c,  Ly  j/cs/c. 

00GS57 

77»<  Foundation  for  Sorth  American  Wild  Sheep  has  been  working  with  the  Air  Force  over  the 
proposed  development  of  a  supersonic  battlefield.  After  reviewing  the  draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  the  Foundation  finds  that  the  project  will  be  detrimental  to  bighorn  sheep 
populations  in  Southwestern  Idaho.  Your  support  is  needed.  Please  sign  this  letter,  add  your 
comments  and  mail  to  the  address  listed. 

June,  1997 

United  States  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  329 

Boise.  ID  S3701 -0329 

GE-3  To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  1  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho.  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States. 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also,  I  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 

Came  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  366th  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely, 

Signature  Required 

JL  Lj'  tr  . S  _ 

Name  (2  f  H  ni  A  _ . 

Address  M  1.  c/\  Q  fl _ 

Citv  <7*  7.V-  -  . -State  Uf  S3  Zip 

Comments:  [/)  sts/u*  LCL£ 

June.  1997 

00(;540 

United  States  Air  Force/ Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  329 

Boise,  ID  83701 -C329 

GE-3  To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  1  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho.  Th;s  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States. 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternaf.ve  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  rjnge 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also,  I  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Came  concerning  Supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the366,f  Composite  Wing  jt  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerelv 

Sigifatiyz  Required  O 

Name  ?'Tt 'j  7 

Address  <S ■  <S?M U  /f/ch* 

citv  &ree*yae*iti . IthsJi.  zv  <??&£ 

Comments:  'S  /  O  l  pCirXslvX"  ^1/lt  Ud{  ,'2St 
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June,  1997 

0CIGS44 

United  States  Air  Force/ Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.0.  Box  329 

Boise,  ID  33701-0329 

GE-3  To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  1  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Came  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States 

The  best  means  to  rc-estnblish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also,  1  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  366 ,h  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Ba recurrently  trams 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely, 

Signature  Required 

A)  _ 

June,  1997  000547 

United  States  Air  Force /Bureau  of  Land  Management 

PC  Box  329 

Boise.  ID  83701-0329 

To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  1  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Came  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho.  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States. 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  ran^e 
ir.  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Am  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement 

Also,  I  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 

Came  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  36c*  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Basecurrentlv  trains 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment 

Sincerely,  - 

Signature  Required  / 

Nam*  XW//Q  J ■ 

Name _ - — - — - 

Address _ y  - - — - - 

r;»y  {'Aft/?  tr>  Slate  Zip  V 

City  _ State  - Zip  7^x1 - 

Comments^  ^  of  i/S*  w<- 

t,JT  xMto  l 

Comments  ^  ^  *  /jC«- Y 

/l at, 

June,  1997  00C54U 

United  States  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 

T.O.  Box  329 

Boise,  ID  83701 -0329 

GE-3  To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  I  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  State* 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also,  I  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  366 ‘Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Basecurrentlv  trams 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely, 

S»$»»iirnre  Required 

June.  1997  OOC^.VS 

United  States  Air  Force 'Bureau  of  Land  Management 

PO  Bex  329 

Boise.  ID  83701-0329 

To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  fur  North  American  Wild  Sheep  I  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  trem  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  m  Owyhee  County,  Idaho.  This  program  has  prox  ided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  L'niled  States 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992.  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  ot  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bomb-rg  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  L'niied  5:a:es  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Trainirg  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement 

Also,  1  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  o;  Fi>h  and 

Came  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season  as  the  ?oc  ‘Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  4:r  Base  currently  trams 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment 

Sxceroly 

Signature  Required 

Yirr,  fnaust  .A*  .«*'*>&■  >/■'-'/ f 7 
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1626  Howry 

Boise,  Idaho  83706 
June  26,  1997 

U.  S  Air  Force 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.  0.  Box  329 

Boise,  LD  83701-0329 

To  Whom  It  May  Concern: 

The  U.  S.  Air  Force’s  proposal  to  establish  a  supersonic  battlefield  in  the  Idaho 
Owyhee  canyonlands  is  unacceptable  This  is  an  area  enjoyed  by  floaters,  hikers, 
campers,  and  others.  I  am  very  much  opposed  to  this  bombing  range  for  the  following 
reasons: 

1  All  of  the  proposed  alternatives  will  cause  an  unacceptable  increase  in  noise 
pollution. 

2.  The  Air  Force  has  underestimated  the  effects  of  the  extremely  loud  and  unpredictable 
noise  on  people  and  animals, 

3.  The  Bruneau,  Jarbridge  and  Owyhee  canyonlands  are  extraordinary  and  deserve 
national  recognition  and  protection. 

4.  The  Air  Force  already  has  sufficient  bombtns  ranges  to  practices  their  maneuvers. 
Thank  you  for  taking  these  reasons  into  consideration 


Carol  Bachelder 


v5*w“'  *4*  -Is 

frwjt  !  /  *.  -/  ’  ' 

f  -^4.  *.  _ p  'v-  ^ 
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PATRICIA  BATCHELDER 
811  POTATO  PATCH 
VAIL,  CO*  8 1657 
970.476.6136 


June  23.  1997 

U.S.  Air  Force/ 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
P.O.  Box  329 

Boise,  Idaho  83701-0329 


Qjr. I  f  am  writing  about  your  proposal  to  establish  a  Supersonic 

Battlefield  in  the  Idaho  canyonlands.  The  Bruneau,  Jarbridge,  and 
Owyhee  canyonlands  are  extraordinary  and  deserve  national 
recognition  and  protection.  I  believe  the  Air  Force  has 
underestimated  the  effects  that  the  extremely  loud  and 
unpredictable  noises  have  on  the  people  and  animals  In  the  area.AJl 
of  the  the  alternatives  that  have  been  proposed  will  cause  an 
unacceptable  Increase  in  noise  pollution.  I  hate  to  Imagine  camping 
and  hiking  or  boating  on  the  river  there  and  having  the  sound  be  like 
standing  on  an  airport  runway!  I  can  imagine  the  wildlife  would 
agree!! 

I  lived  in  Idaho  for  15  years,  still  own  a  home  there  and  love  the 
land  there  dearly.  1  am  not  against  the  Air  Force,  i  want  them  to 
train  our  pilots.  But  there  are  places  available  that  are  not  the  last 
haunts  of  wildlife  and  wild  rivers. 

PLEASE,  protect  this  remote  region  and  do  not  turn  It  into  a 
military  combat  zone. 

Patricia  Batchelder 


Written  Comments 


149 


OCGSGl 

Enhanced  Training  In  Idaho 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 


WRITTEN  COMMENT  SHEET 

Public  Hearing  Location:  - - — 

Thank  you  for  providing  your  comments  on  the  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho  Orah 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 


QE- \  I  support  the  "ETI”  proposed  alternative  "B".  Key  issues  are: 


Portneuf  Valley 
Audubon  Society 


Bureau  of  Land  Management 
P.0.  Box  329 


00CSC2 


GE-2  Deaf  Sir ! 


J  would  UVe  to  comment  on  the  proposed  expansion  of  the  bombing  range  In  southwestern  Idaho. 

1  am  a  loard  Member  or  the  P VAS.  and  Secretary  of  the  Idaho  Audubon  Council.  In  these  capacities  and 
through  my  professional  Interests  In  the  biological  resources  of  Idaho  1  have  gained  considerable 
knowledge  of  the  area  potentially  affected  by  the  proposed  bombing  range  expansion.  I  have  hiked 
extensively  In  the  area  and  have  conducted  a  raptor  Inventory  for  BLM  on  Salmon  Falls  Creek,  just  to  the 
east  of  the  bombing  range.  I  have  also  supervised  research  on  the  Interactions  between  raptors  and 
snakes  In  the  Hammett  area,  and  also  on  Pinvon  Jays  In  the  City  of  Rocks  area  south  of  Burley.  In 
addition.  I  have  floated  the  Owyhee.  Jarbridge,  and  Bruneau  Rivers.  I  feel  that  they  are  extraordinary 
natural  resources,  deserving  national  recognition  and  protection.  It  Is  In  these  contexts  that  I  wish  to 
express  my  desire  to  see  significantly  more  effort  for  a  thorough  analysis  before  any  expansion  Is 


Please  hand  this  form  in  or  mail  before  Augusl  6.  1997  lo 

u  S  Air  Force/Bu'ta-J  of  Land  Man»g#ment 
PO  Box  329 
3o.s*.iD  33?0i-C325 


—  AH  of  the  proposed  alternatives  wilt  cause  an  unacceptable  Increase  In  noise  pollution.  In  a 
book  entitled  The  Effects  of  Noise  on  Wildlife  0978.  J.L  Fletcher  and  R.C.  Busnet  eds..  Academic  Press) 
there  are  several  chapters  that  express  concern  about  aircraft  noise.  P.H.  Collcreau  suggests  that  sonic 
booms  can  break  bird  eggs,  and  that  they  are  more  disturbing  to  birds  than  to  mammals.  Raelyn  Janssen 
says  that  the  primary  effect  of  such  noise  Is  stress  and  the  secondary  effect  Is  on  egg  laying.  Rene-Cuy 
Buinetl  again  says  that  such  noise  primarily  affects  jrowih  and  reproduction.  According  to  Collereau 
this  la  especially  true  for  colonial  nesting  waterblrds.  of  which  there  are  several  on  the  Duck  Valley 
Indian  Reservation.  These  species  of  concern  Include  Black  Tern,  Forster's  Tern,  and  White-faced  Ibis. 

The  nationally  acclaimed  author  Barry  Lopes  has  said  that  alienee  and  solitude  are  natural 
resources.  I  would  like  to  ask  what  possible  wilderness  experience  could  be  had  with  live  bombs  being 
dropped  and  many  supersonic  booms  happening?  In  the  City  of  Rocks  Nations!  Reserve  1  have  led 


00C'G2 


Audubon  field  trips  several  times  and  can  attest  to  the  startling  effects  from  low  flying  aircraft  and 
sonic  booms.  The  unnerving  effects  of  these  sudden  Invasions  of  our  senses  lasted  for  over  an  hour. 
Those  planes  destroyed  our  solitude  In  an  absolute  way  and  such  disturbances  can  be  expected  to 
increase  with  an  expanded  bombing  range. 

These  natural  resources  would  certainly  be  violated  by  the  range  expansion,  and  I  don't  feel  oui 
concerns  have  been  adequately  addressed.  I  feel  that  the  Air  Force  has  underestimated  the  effects  of 
such  extremely  loud  and  unpredictable  noise  on  people  and  animals. 


dc:  Priscilla  Hearst,  Pres.,  PVA5 


Ch tries  H.  Tros 
Conserv.  Chair 


QSNCWN 


00C5&3 


June  23,  1997 

U.  S.  Air  Force/BLM 

P.  0.  Box  329 

Boise,  Idaho  63701-0329 

Being  unable  to  attend  your  hearings,  this 
letter  is  to  serve  es  my  testimony  regarding  the 
proposed  Air  Force  training  range  in  the  Owyhee 
desert  lands  of  southwest  Idaho. 

I  so  in  favor  of  the  training  range  being 
established  ss  the  Air  Force  has  planned  it. 

It  Is  my  observation,  after  years  of  reading 
•pro  and  con'  about  the  Issue,  that  those  against 
the  training  range  do  not  really  base  their  highly 
vocalised  squawk  on  environmental  concerns.  They 
are  simply  anti-military ...  retreads  regurgitating 
the  mindless  chants  of  three  decades  ago. 

Build  it  --  and  good  luck. 


^^PhiHlp  L.  A.  Obenchain 


P.S.  At  a  neighborhood  confab  on  our  street  the 

other  evening,  all  four  expressed  essentially 
the  same  sentiments  ss  those  above.  I  realize 
that  you  may  not  be  able  to  count  them  but  In 
numerous  conversations  with  acquaintances  on 
this  subject,  almost  universally  they  are  for 
the  training  range.  I  have  found  several  in 
doubt  but  none  against  the  range. 
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723  r,exc 
5oi sc.  laaho  33712 


GE-1  To  Whoin  Ifc  May  Concern; 

How  many  times  do  we  have  to  say  NO  to  the  Air  Force. 
NO  SUPERSONIC  BATTLEFIELD! ! !  The  reasons  are  obvious. 


United  6 tates  Air  Force 
PO  Box  329 

Boise.  Idaho  33701-0329 


Sincerely »N 
John  Griffith 


Ketchum,  Id  83340 


GE-2  1  am  I  am  totally  against  the  propcsea  bCfrWng  ran^e  in  t ns  CWyhee  Caryjrlands  ft  is  unbefiev* 

able  that  the  Air  Force  wants  to  desecrate  this  beautrj  part  of  our  country  What  for?  We  have  enough  borrbng 
ranges!  It  doesn’t  make  any  sensei 

[There  Is  no  need  for  this  bombing  range.  The  GAO  neper;  and  the  Department  of  Defense  substantiates  this.  This 
PN-14  I  dutiful  area  deserves  to  be  protected  not  destroyed. 

If  this  range  is  so  imperative  to  the  future  of  Mountain  Heme.  I  suggest  yeu  locate  it  nec  to  the  Mountain  Home 
Air  Force  Base,  ft’s  already  a  wasteland.  Then  the  Mountain  Home  bombing  -a.nge  booste-s  wou'd  be  close  enough 
to  appreciate  the  beauty  of  wnat  they've  created. 


OOOS GC 

/  haue  set  aside  work 

and  gone  afishing. 


Matt  H.  Smith 

3247  HIGH  LAWN  DRIVE 
twin  falls  ioaho  sjjoi 
«20Si  7JJ.22.<I» 
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U.  S.  Air  Force/  Bureau  of  Land  Management 

PO  Box  329 

Boise,  Id  83702-0329 

Subjccr.-Proposcd  extension  of  Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base. 

From  the  comments  made  by  the  Air  Corps  own  officers  the  proposed 
extension  of  the  bombing  range  will  not  improve  the  ability  of  die  air  wing  in  their 
endeavor  to  slay  combat  ready  nor  will  it  cause  them  to  be  less  effective  in  any  way. 

I  believe  most  of  us  live  in  Idaho  because  we  enjoy  the  tremendous  access  we 
have  to  scenic  canyons,  mountains  and  geological  formations  that  other  states  only 
dream  about.  The  idea  that  our  government  would  put  its  oppressive  hand  on  our 
shoulder  and  lock  up  this  wonderful  area  just  because  they  can  is  intolerable.  Some 
of  the  insinuations  that  if  this  land  is  not  made  available  we  may  lose  the  base  is 
blackmail  and  a  totally  despicable  ploy  and  should  absolutely  not  be  considered  in 
our  opposition  to  this  land  grab. 

President  and  General  Eisenhow  er  made  it  clear  that  one  of  the  great  dangers 
we  face  as  a  nation  is  to  allow  the  unbridled  strength  of  the  Military,  Industrial 
Complex  to  become  so  powerful  that  they  would  dictate  unneeded,  expensive  and 
obtrusive  proposals. 

As  an  officer  in  the  inactive  reserve  .and  a  combat  veteran  of  Wortd  War  2  I 
w  ould  not  tolerate  for  an  instant  anything  that  would  jeopardize  the  effectiveness  or 
safety  of  our  troops  however,  I  am  equally  adamant  about  the  senseless  lose  of  any 
portion  of  the  quality  of  life  I  enjoy  in  our  great  State. 


2/04  Alta  1’ista  Dr 
Twin  Falls,  ID.  Si  301 

US.  Air  Force/BLM 
P.O.  Box  329 
Boise.  ID.  83  201-032  9 

GE-1  Whom  It  May  Concern: 

We  want  to  voice  our  opposition  to  the  expansion  of  the  training  range  in  the  Bruneau, 

Jarbidgt  <&  Owyhee  canyonlands.  This  is  a  remote  i  wild  region,  that  we  frequent  in  the 
foil  for  chukar  hunting.  We  fear  that  this  expansion  may  hinder  many  forms  of  wildlife  m 
the  area.  Several  years  ago.  even  without  the  expansion,  we  had  a  frightening  experience 
of  two  jet  fighters  entering  the  canyon  we  were  hunting,  obviously  flying  at  a  very  low 
level.  The  sound  was  deafening.  A  it  was  an  unsettling  experience.  Please  reconsider 
your  proposal. 

Sincerely.  .7)  ..  f  - _ } 

dcJ  Y'W/wJy 

Delores  <4  Richard  Smith 


Yours  tpjly, 
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U.  S.  Air  Force 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.  0.  Box  329 

Boise.  ID  83701-0329 

GE- 1  To  Whom  It  May  Concern: 

The  U.  S.  Air  Force’s  proposal  to  establish  a  supersonic  battlefield  in  the  Idaho 
Owyhee  canyonlands  is  unacceptable.  This  is  an  area  enjoyed  by  floaters,  hikers, 
campers,  and  others.  I  am  very  much  opposed  to  this  bombing  range  for  the  following 


1 .  AJ1  of  the  proposed  alternatives  will  cause  an  unacceptable  increase  in  noise 
pollution 

2.  The  Air  Force  has  underestimated  the  effects  of  the  extremely  loud  and  unpredictable 
noise  on  people  and  animals 

3.  The  Bruneau,  Jarbridge  and  Owyhee  canyonlands  are  extraordinary  and  deserve 
national  recognition  and  protection. 

4.  The  Air  Force  already  has  sufficient  bombing  ranges  to  practices  their  maneuvers 
Thank  you  for  taking  these  reasons  into  consideration. 


United  States  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Und  Management 

PO  Box  329 

Boise,  ID  S37C1 -0329 

GE-3  To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  I  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  pi  Fish  and  Game  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement 

Also,  I  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Garre  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  366*  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely, 

Signature  Required 
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United  States  Air  Force/ Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  329 

Boise,  ID  83701-0329 

G  E-3  To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  I  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  Count)',  Idaho  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States 

The  best  means  to  nf-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Forte's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also,  I  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  366*  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment 
Sincerely, 

Signature  Required 


United  States  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  329 

Boise.  ID  83701 -0329 
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Q  £.3  To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  I  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Came  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho.  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also,  I  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Came  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  366*  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely, 

Signature  Required 


Name  5^ 

Ad  dress  _ 


?,p  -133  0.  1 
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Circiy  Alexander 
33e“0  i.’\n.n  .'(oad 
Lcs  I'egc*,  Nevada  89102 
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United  States  Air  Force/ Bureau  of  Und  Management 

P.O.  Box  329 

Boise,  ID  83701-0329 


United  State*  Air  force  / 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Post  Office  Box  329 
Boise,  Idaho  83701-029 


GE-1  Centlemen: 


As  a  person  who  enjoys  the  outdoors  and  wonder*  of  our  wildlife,  1  would  like  the  Idaho 
Deportment  of  Fish  and  Came  to  re-esrohlijh  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program 
for  the  California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Maho.  This  program 
he*  provided  transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States. 

The  be*t  means  to  re-establish  (hi*  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  199?,  is 
by  supporting  the  no  action  alternative  fno  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic 
air  combat  bombing  range  in  Southwestern  /dahol  in  the  United  State*  Air  Force's 
proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho-Environmental  impact  Statement. 

Also,  1  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  idaho  Department 
of  Fish  and  Came  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing 
season  and  the  annual  hunting  *ea*on,  a*  the  36Sth  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home 
Air  Base  currently  trains. 

Tt-.enk  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 


Sincerely 

Cindy  Alexander 


GE-3  To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  1  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Carre  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho.  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States. 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho}  in  the  United  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also.  1  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  366*  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely, 

Signature  Required 
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June,  1997  00G5S1 

United  States  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 
P.O.  Box  329 
Soise,  ID  83701-0329 

GE-3  To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  I  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho.  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States. 

Tnebest  means  to  re-estabiish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environrr.ental  Impact  Statement. 

Also.  1  would  like  to  sec  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  366*  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains. 


Thar.k  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 
Sincerely, 

Signature  Required 


OOGoliS 


United  States  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 
P.O.  Box  329 
Boise,  ID  83701  -0329 

GE-3  To  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  I  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Came  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County.  Idaho.  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  fno  development  ofa  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho/m  the  United  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  ImpactStatemert. 

Also,  I  woutd  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  366*  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely. 

Signature  Required 
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Juner  1997  00GG13 

United  States  Air  Force/ Bureau  of  Land  Management 
P.O.  Box  329 
Boise,  ID  83701-0329 

To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  I  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Came  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho.  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States. 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force’s  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also,  I  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  366"'  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely, 

SigiMfur*  Acquired 
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United  States  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  329 

Boise,  ID  83701-0329 


00GSI5 


GE-3  To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  1  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho.  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States. 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also,  I  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Came  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the.366,H  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely, 

Signature  Required 
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United  States  Air  Force/ Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  80*  329 

Boise,  ID  S3701-U329 

GE-3  To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  I  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Came  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho.  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States. 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  progTam,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  Slates  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also,  I  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  thtf 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  366*  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 
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000617 

United  States  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 
P.O.  Box  329 
Boise,  ID  83701-0329 

GE-3  To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  I  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho.  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States. 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also,  I  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Departmentof  Fish  and 
Game  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  366*  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely, 

Siytwihfre  Required 


United  States  Air  Forcc/Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O  Box  329 

Boise,  ID  83701 -0329 


00C623 


GE-3  To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  1  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Came  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States. 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force’s  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also,  I  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Came  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  366*  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment 

j7zL.. 
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000627 


United  States  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Und  Management  UOvjo^c. 

P.O.  Box  329 
Boise,  ID  83701*0329 

GE-3  To  Whom  it  May  Concern:  , 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  I  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Came  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  Count)-  Idaho.  This  program  has  prov.ded 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  In  the  Western  United  States 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  n&roccurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also,  I  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overnight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  366*  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trams 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely. 

Sigrmfure  Required 


Captiin  M.  Miller 
Chief,  366th  Wing  PA 
366  Gunfighter  Av  *152 
MHAFB,  Id  ! 3648-5291 


GE-1  Dear  Captain  Miller, 


1  would  like  to  comment  in  support  of  the  *ETP  draft  EiS  Specifically  alternatives 
B  C.  and  D.  will  work  for  the  residents  of  Elmore  and  Owyhee  Counry  On  the  local  news,  l 
heard  complaints  about  the  impacts  of  the  proposal  on  the  wild  sheep  Nothing  could  be  more 
false  The  sheep  area  has  been  a  military  training  area  for  50  years  The  only  harm  the  sheep 
suffer  every  year  is  from  the  Fish  and  Game  department  dunng  the  capture  prognm  «nd  from  “e 
members  of  the  North  American  Wild  Sheep  Foundation  during  the  killing  season  FNAWS 
should  explain  to  the  people  of  Tdaho,  why  they  want  the  sheep  to  be  in  great  numbers.  Could  it 

be  so  that  they  have  more  sheep  to  kill  ? 

I  would  also  like  to  thank  the  366th  Wing  for  standing  up  for  what  is  needed  to  train  the 
air  crews  If  one  were  to  believe  the  Shoshone  Piautes.  one  would  think  that  they  have  relatives 
buried  just  about  everywhere  throughout  Idaho.  If  we  aren't  walking  on  grave  sites  we  are 
disrupting  their  church  services  when  we  use  our  public  lands  I  reject  their  claims  concerning 
federal  public  lands. 
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000602 

5654  El  Cato  Lane 
Meridian,  ID  83642 
June  27,  1997 


U.  S.  Air  Force/BLM 
P.0.  Box  329 
Boise,  ID  83701*0329 


GE-1  Gentlemen: 


In  deciding  the  ftiture  and  management  of  the  Air  Force's  Owyhee  training  range,  I  feel  one  facet  has  been 
inadequately  addressed.  Let  me  explain: 

About  five  years  ago  I  was  riding  my  750  cc  motorcycle  westbound  on  the  back  road  from  Route  93,  north 
of  Big  Lost  River,  over  Trail  Creek  summit,  into  Ketchum.  About  25  miles  of  this  road  is  gravel  and 
requires  deliberate  and  careful  driving,  especially  since  my  adult  daughter  was  riding  pillion.  At  the  time 
I  was  a  very  practiced  and  competent  biker,  having  recently  completed  about  25,000  miles  of  touring  In 
Japan  over  a  two  year  period.  Biking  and  surviving  in  Japan  is  perhaps  the  most  challenging  in  the  world. 

1  might  mention  that  in  my  younger  years  I  was  an  officer  in  the  Navy  on  both  destroyers  and  submarines. 
This  took  a  cool  head,  the  ability  to  stay  in  control  and  to  make  quick  decisions  under  pressure. 

Unfortunately  none  of  this  prepared  me  for  the  incident  I  am  about  to  describe.  The  day  was  warm  and  the 
mood  laconic,  even  though  characteristically  1  was  half  focused  on  the  scenery  and  half  on  the  hazardous 
under-footing,  riding  through  dirt  and  gravel.  We  were  about  halfway  between  the  turn-off  to  Copper  Basin 
and  the  summit,  approaching  a  forest  service  picnic  on  the  south  side  of  the  road.  Suddenly  and  without 
any  warning,  we  were  engulfed  in  the  most  startling  and  overwhelming  noise,  beyond  my  imagination.  My 
muscles  all  tensed  involuntarily  and  1  came  a  hair  from  losing  control  of  the  bike  and  taking  a  low  speed 
dump,  before  I  could  regain  my  composure.  I  did  catch  a  brief  glimpse  of  a  very  low  flying  jet  fighter 
negotiating  the  canyon  from  west  to  east,  opposite  my  direction  of  travel.  Stopping  immediately,  I  had 
excruciating  pain  in  my  right  shoulder  which  took  some  time  to  subside.  I  eventually  had  to  endure  about 
six  months  of  forcible  physical  therapy  to  restore  full  motion  in  that  joint. 

Both  Carol  and  I  felt  that  to  be  the  most  frightening  experience  in  our  lives.  Sheer  power  of  the  noise  and 
lack  of  any  warning  whatsoever  would  confuse  and  stun  even  a  tobacco  store  wooden  indian.  What  1  see 
here  is  an  incompatibility  between  this  occurrence  normal  human  activities  such  as  touring  in  any  motor 
vehicle,  off-road  vehicle  use,  hunting,  rock  climbing,  kayaking  and  any  other  endeavor  where  being  in  total 
control  is  a  prerequisite  to  saving  life  and  limb  and  preventing  property  damage.  While  I  survived  to 
articulate  this  experience,  the  wildlife  in  the  proposed  range  have  no  voice.  Under  such  trauma,  I  could 
believe  in  Injury  or  death  due  to  missing  jumps  between  rocky  ledges,  difficulties  in  macing,  spontaneous 
aborting  and  just  making  the  habitat  unsuitable  for  indigenous  wildlife. 

Air  Force  personnel  will  undoubtedly  minimize  such  and  event  because  they  live  in  such  a  world  and  more- 
or-less  are  prepared  and  conditioned  by  experience  for  such  events.  I  wish  that  were  true  for  us  other 


L*ne  E.  Bray;  gebray@pritoenet.com 
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Eileen  Thornburgh 

8302  Thunder  Mm. 

Boise,  ID  93709 

June  29.  1997 

To  Whom  It  May  Concern: 

I  am  opposed  to  the  United  States  Air  Force  increasing  the  size  of  the 
current  bombing  range  or  increasing  their  bombing  activities  in  southern 
Idaho.  I  am  opposed  to  low  level  flights  over  Idaho’s  desert  wilderness,  as 
well  as  the  dropping  of  any  dummy  bombs  such  as  those  that  litter  the 
terrain  with  aluminum  shards. 

I  have  spent  17  years  hunting  and  hiking  in  the  Three  Creek,  Crow's 
Nest,  and  Clover  Crossing  area.  The  surrounding  desert  is  too  precious  to 
wildlife,  ranchers,  and  recreationists  to  allow  further  encroachment  and  the 
accompanying  havoc  caused  by  the  US  Air  Force's  bombing  and  low  level 
flight  maneuvers. 

Please  include  my  name  and  my  vote  during  your  public  hearings  as 
one  person  opposed  to  increasing  the  bombing  range’s  size  and  activities. 
Thank  you. 
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11030  Oneida  Drive 
Bc'.se,  ID  837C9 
July  1,  199? 


U.S.  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.0.  Bo*  329 

Boise,  ID  33701-0329 


)-l  Dear  Sirs: 

We  arc  opposed  to  an  expansion  of  the  Air  Force  training 
range  in  Owyhee  County.  The  Owyhee  canyenlands  should  be  a 
national  park. 

It  is  getting  harder  and  harder  to  find  places  of  natural 
beauty  and  tranquility  in  our  state.  Please  don't  allow  the  sights, 
sounds,  or  presence  of  the  jets  or  any  military  training  to  intrude 
upon  the  Owyhee  area  in  any  season  of  the  year. 

Protect  the  last  place  in  Idaho  to  sustain  healthy  grouse 
populations.  Protect  our  sensitive  bighorn  sheep.  Protect  the 
beauty  of  Idaho.  Oppose  training  range  expansion. 


GJT.j  l  am  writing 


00CG30 


>\0»ce  mj  opposition  to  the  propeved  bombing  tonge  hi  the  Ow>b«  Caironlii'dJ 


I  have  a  4  v or  old  son  *  ho  I  hope  an  some  dav  experience  the  grandeur  of  one  of  il«e  Ust  great 
unprotected  VVitdcroeii  ira  in  the  lower  *8  He  and  Idaho’s  future  generations  of  children  desene  the 
opporruniry  >n  hunt  fish.  h»t  hike  or  jusi  take  in  the  beauty  of  this  ihrcntened  wild  area  We  as  humans 
are  simph  visitors  who  mil  tread  lightly  and  then  lease  to  relish  the  precious  memories  of  the  experience 
The  permanent  remtfenu  who  have  j  nght  to  this  land  are  the  Bighorn  Sheep,  Deer .  Elk.  Trout,  Birds  of 
Prey  and  other  WMdhfe  It  ts  ieipennxe  that  we  save  this  land  for  their  future  gencraitons  Wlut  has 
happened  to  the  foresight  and  wisdom  to  look  ahead  at  what  is  best  for  tlie  LONG  TERM  for  Idaho  our 
count  re  and  ihe  ear  h  Please  people  speak  up  and  say  no  to  another  unneesled  supersonic  bottle  field  in 
Idaho 


Gregg  Lewis 
Boise 


^  XO  /[<•  0t\ ) 

Qf  o  i  i  S  3  7d*  *1 — 


Sincerely, 

HhfCJr 

Gail  Hart  1  Mike  Corbett 


OGuo'iO 


Janet  Kcllam 


U  S.  Air  Fortx'Dureau  of  Land  Management 

POBox  329 

Bo.se,  ID  •37014729 


OOCS45 


fune  24.  1997 


G  E-2  Dcaf  Air  “red  BLM 

I  am  writing  this  letter  to  express  my  sincere  and  strong  opposition  to  the  enhanced  training 
proposal  tor  the  Jorbidgc.  Bruneau  and  Owyhee  area  I  have  wruteo  and  sent  testimony  over  the  vein 
opposing  each  of  the  bombing  range  proposals  I  fee!  that  this  most  recent  proposal  should  also  he 


PN-5 


NO-4 


|  There  has  never  been  a  national  needs  assesimem  done  fortius  military Jand  and  air  expansion 

|  This  shouid  be  done  and  the  assessment  should  include  ALL  branches  of  the  military 
|  There  mufl  be  a  program  instituted  for  the  Air  Fore*  .  the  Air  National  Guard  and  alt  other 

*  K  - 14  |  military  operations  to  take  ultimate  responsibility  for  accidents  and  damage  that  result  from  training 

maneuvers  Accidents  could  be  range  fires,  accidental  bomb  drop*  outside  designated  urge!  areas,  sonic 
boom  impacts,  rood  building  and  expansion  without  following  the  peireit  process  for  the  use  of  otir  public 
land  .  .  .Tnis  has  been  a  problem  in  the  post  and  must  be  corrected  before  there  u  even  a  consideration  of 
fun  her  development 

The  sound  tests  that  have  been  utilized  are  completely  inappropriate  for  the  concerns  needed  in 
this  area  The  sound  ie*u  are  averaging  the  noise  levels  over  a  24  hour  period  The  noise  level  j  mus  be 
recorded  and  dau  collected  as  to  number  and  frequency  of  occurrences,  duration  and  intensity  and  type  of 
noise  Expected  natural  sounds  such  as  water  and  thunder  have  a  much  different  impact,  particularly  to 
recreational  users,  than  military  maneuvers  and  mock  warfare!  This  has  been  proven  in  many  noise 
evaluation  studies.  I  am  a  professional  sound  recordist  for  documentary  projects,  so  1  can  sav  this  with 
some  bocJdnj  and  experience1 

Along  the  same  linos  of  natural  history  and  documentary  filming,  the  Owyhee.  Jarbtdgr  and 
Bruneau  area  has  an  untold  number  of  possibilities  for  documentaries  that  can  be  produoed  there  This  is 
due  to  the  untouched  nature  of  the  canyons  and  landscape  and  the  magnificent  bird  and  witdlife 
populations  Intact,  undisturbed  ecosystems11  Natural  sounds  of  birds,  water  and  the  wind1!!' 

1  am  also  a  professional  nver  guide,  licensed  with  the  JOG  LB  l  have  been  guiding  in  Idaho  since 
1981.  and  I  can  tell  you  that  the  Owyhee,  Bruneau,  Jarbidge  country  is  a  national  treasure  W«  cannot 
and  should  not  nun  this  area  into  a  military  operations  area'  The  landscape,  the  rivers,  the  wildlife  and 
the  solitude  are  rare  gems  that  are  rapidly  disappearing  throughout  the  United  States  Often,  it  it  in 
hindsight  that  people  decide  that  a  place  had  been  worth  protecting  and  the  realization  occurs  ooa  an 
area  is  irretrievably  changed  All  of  the  guests  that  I  have  taken  into  these  nver  corridors  have  expressed 
what  a  truly  incredible  place  that  this  comer  of  Idaho  is,  that  it  is  a  very  special  place  and  that  this  should 
all  be  under  wild  and  scenic  nver  designation  and  offered  fiill  protection,  including  NOISE 

Preserving  this  naiural  area  is  our  national  duty.'  our  national  heritage  just  as  much  if  not  more 
than  the  "expressed  but  unproven*  need  for  more  milirary  power  I  can’t  even  bepn  to  tell  you  the  power 
of  promoting  peace  that  we  have  by  keeping  these  natural  areas  intact  People  visit  them,  experience  them 
and  take  iu»y  with  them  what  they  have  gained  in  their  jpim  and  soul  from  these  lands 

The  natural  diversity  must  be  preserved  in  this  South  Wesiern  region  of  Idaho  Bombing  Range 
operations  impoct  and  will  ultimately  destroy  this  balance  of  diversify  whether  it  is  animal,  fish,  plant  or 
bird  populations  aod  habiiat 

.The  economic  fact  is  that  this  area  cao  support  a  significant  tourism  industry  River  running 
hiking  photography  and  sight  Seeing  fishing  and  hunting  We  can’t  ignore  this  Look  at  the  popuJanrv  of 
(he  cam. cm  country  of  Southern  Utah’  People  never  would  have  guessed  this  thirty  yean  ago  These 
canyons  in  Idaho  are  equally  as  impressive,  as  magnificent,  and  possess  that  higldy  sought  after 
component  of  peaceful  solitude  Aj  long  as  it  tk.es  not  become  a  military  operations  area1  Utah  is 
becoming  over  visited  and  people  are  looking  for  other  places  to  travel  If  we  must  argue  in  economic 
figures,  the  canyon  lands  of  South  Western  Idaho  are  in  incredible  resource  We  must  protect  them  now  * 


Jure.  W97 

United  States  Air  Force/ 3urc.au  of  Land  Management 
PO  Bo*  329 
Boise.  ID  83701-0329 

GF*1  To  Whom  it  May  Concern:  .....  .  . 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  1  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  translating  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populates  in  Owyhee  County.  Idaho.  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  tn  the  Western  United  States 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992.  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  m  the  United  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Er.vironmental  Impact  Statement 

A’so  l  would  hke  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Came  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  rel.ef  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  366*"  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains. 

Thar.k  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely. 

Sij'iafiirf  Required 


av. 

W- 


Name  _ 
Address 
City 


Qa  L*—  O  O 


-Zip. 


Comments 


Sincerely, 


P.O.  Box  33'?¥e1" 
t  I O  Board  loop 
Ketchum,  ID  83340 
(208)  726-1640 


quit  fa 
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June,  \%7  OOfiSGS 

United  States  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  329 

Boise.  ID  S3701-0329 

GE-3  To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  I  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Came  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program,  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho.  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States. 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also,  I  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Came  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  366"' Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely, 

Signature 

^ 

)',re1997  00CG1-3 

United  States  Air  Force /Bureau  of  land  Management 

PO  3ox  329 

Boise.  ID  83701 -0329 

GE-3  To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  1  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Came  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho.  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States 

The  best  means  lo  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  nor  occurred  since  1992,  is  bv  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  rar.ee 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force’s  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

A. so,  I  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Cane  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
arnual  hunting  season,  as  the  366'"  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment 

Sincerely. 

Sivmtturc  Rainircd  .  /, 

Name  Arthur  J.  Andreis 

Name  pAiscU  +  1 

Address..  P.O.  Box  55918 

Address  'pHt* 

City  North  Pole  State  Alaska  Zip  99705 

Cot  Z*U>hLO  US-  7ip 

Comments:  Here  in  Alaska  ve  are  having  «any  problems  with  the  Air  Force 
continually  adding  more  land  to  their  allready  huge  MOAs  for 
larger  air  combat  bombing  ranges.  Because  of  this  the  civilian 
airspace  is  becoming  more  limited.  And,  all  this  Is  having  a 
detrimental  effect  on  our  wildlife. 

There'*  no  reason  why  the  Air-Force  cannot  find  better  areas  for 
your  bomblnc  ranoes. 

Comments:  ^  ^  cA 

000674 

David  Hcnsel 

PO  Box  81 

Victor,  Id.  83455 

To  whom  it  may  concern; 

QE_1  I  wish  to  comment  on  the  Air  Forces  proposal  to  establish  a  supersonic  battlefield  over 

Idaho’s  desen  canyonlands.  1  have  floated  the  Jarbidge  and  Bruneau  rivers  and  I  can  easily  say 
that  they  are  as  beautiful  as  anyplace  I  have  ever  had  the  opportunity  to  visit  The  cans  or  s  are 
quiet,  remote,  unspoiled  and  the  home  to  abundant  wildlife.  As  the  world  becomes  a  more 
crowded  place  these  characteristics  only  increase  in  value. 

Your  proposals,  if  enacted  would  destroy  this  All  of  your  proposals  will  cause  a 
unacceptable  increase  in  noise  pollution.  Having  been  buzzed  by  jet  aircraft  in  canyons  before  1 
can  speak  from  experience  when  1  say  that  you  have  underestimated  the  effects  of  the  noise  on 
the  wildlife  and  the  people  using  the  canyons. 

Don't  turn  this  treasure  into  a  war  casualty. 

pTjP 

David  HenselV 

000675 

Me?  M  /ffI 

JM,  W7 
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United  States  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 
P.O.  Box  329 
Boise,  ID  83701-0329 

GE-3  To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  I  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Came  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  Count)*,  Idaho.  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  taetjea!  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement 

Also,  I  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Came  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  366’'' Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely, 

Signature  Required 


I  am  requesting  that  the  l*.  S.  Air  Force  and  Bureau  of  Land 
Comments:  Management  consider  no  further  development  of  the  tactical 

and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range  facilities  In  Southwest 
Idaho,  This  Is  prime  bighorn  sheep  habitat  and  lambing  area. 

This  area  ,  in  the  past,  has  been  used  for . transplants  of 
California  Bighorn  heep  to  other  areas  which  ar£  under  populated 
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00C7G6 


U.S.  Air  Force/ 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

PO  Box  329 

Boise,  ID.  83701-0329 


It  has  been  brought  to  my  attention  that  a  proposal  is  under 
consideration  that  would  allow  the  U.S.  Air  Force  to  use  the  airspace 
over  the  Bruneau,  Jarbridge,  and  Owyhee  Rivers  as  an  area  to  fly 
military  jets,  many  of  which  would  be  supersonic. 

This  concerns  me  for  a  number  of  reasons  as  a  responsible 
taxpaying  citizen.  The  noise  pollution  that  would  result  in  these  very 
pristine  wilderness/ river  areas  would  be  devastating  and  irreversible  in 
it’s  damage.  Idaho  is  blessed  with  some  of  the  great  free-flowing  rivers 
in  our  country.... let’s  not  let  the  Air  Force  destroy  them  so  future 
generations  cannot  enjoy  them!!  I  have  had  the  privilege  to  spend 
time  with  my  family  on  several  occasions  on  both  the  Owyhee  and 
Jarbridge  Rivers  and  they  are  very  fond  memories  of  some  beautiful 
natural  wilderness  areas  In  addition  to  the  adverse  afreet  the  noise 
pollution  would  have  on  the  humans  in  the  areas,  the  impact  on 
wildlife  would  be  monumental  These  river  canyons  are  home  to  a 
large  number  of  rare  and  endangered  birds  and  animals  whose  habitat 
is  declining  every  year. 

LET  THE  AIR  FORCE  CONDUCT  THEIR  TESTS  ON 
SUPERSONIC  AIRCRAFT  IN  AREAS  THAT  ARE  NOT 
NATIONAL  WILDERNESS  TREASURES!!! 


Rick  Swanson 
532  Padilla  St. 

San  Gabriel,  Ca.  91776 
(818)  458-6760 


U.S.  Air  Force  /  Bureau  of  Land  Management 

PO  Box  329 

Boise,  ID  83701-0329 


I  am  writing  to  voice  ray  opinion  in  the  expansion  proposal  of  the  Mountain  Home  Air  . 
Force  Base  bombing  range.  In  the  spring  of  1996  I  had  my  first  chance  to  boat  the 
Jarbridge  and  Bruneau  rivers.  I  have  been  to  many  rivers  in  the  US  but  no  river  has 
matched  the  natural  beauty  and  desolation  of  these.  There  were  Jet  training  exercises  that  . 
were  being  taken  place  while  1  was  there  and  these  were  somewhat  annoying,  but  l  had 
known  that  this  was  to  be  at  that  time.  I  believe  any  more  activity  in  this  area  will  be  a 
total  distraction  and  I  would  probably  not  go  back.  My  plans  as  of  now  are  to  try  lo  return 
to  this  area  once  a  year  and  to  pass  the  word  around  to  other  people  that  they  must 
experience  this  area.  So  1  ask  that  we  do  not  allow  this  area  to  be  disturbed  any  more  than 
it  has  already  been.  Present  and  future  generations  are  just  now  understanding  more  about 
wilderness  area’s  and  the  need  for  us  to  preserve  them.  Please  do  not  allow  this  expansion 
to  take  place.  Thank  You 


Jpefl  Parker  ■ 

PO  Box  1267. 

Grand  Junction.  CO.  81502 
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I  am  writing  to  oppose  the  proposed  Airforce  bombing  range  expansion. 

Personally,  I  have  enjoyed  floating  the  different  forks  of  the  Owyhee  nver  and  Jartxdgf  /Bruneau  rivers 
They  ire  special  place*  and  so  few  of  these  untouched  areas  are  kit  I  do  not  itunic  we  need  to  ruin  this 
area  especially  since  1  do  not  think  we  need  mote  test  sight*. 

Even  the  native  Americans  are  opposed  to  this  from  what  l  have  read  and  our  government  has  take  n  so 
much  away  from  them. Why  can  n’t  this  area  just  be  left  natural  to  be  enjoyed  by  those  who  enjoy  the  quiet 
wilderness  and  left  to  the  native  animals  and  pianist 
Please  do  not  expand  ! 

Sincerely.  Mary  Hogan 
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July  I,  1997 
414  Troner  Drive 
Twin  F*lls,  Idaho  83301 

USAF/BLM 

P.0  Box  329 

Boise,  Idaho  83702-0329 


GE-1  I  am  writing  this  to  voice  my  concerns  about  the  enhanced  bombing  range  proposed  in  the 
high  desert  of  southwestern  Idaho 

The  additional  area  seems  to  be  unnecessary  for  the  USAF  to  fulfill  its  mission,  and  would 
divert  funding  dollars  from  other,  more-necessary  components 

While  the  USAF  will  apparently  assume  responsibility  for  fires  on  BLM  land  that  wilt 
result  from  their  use  of  it,  the  disruption  that  will  result  from  both  the  fires  and  firefighting 
efforts  concerns  me 

I  am  also  concerned  about  closing  off  yet  more  public  land  from  public  use 

As  a  member  of  the  Idaho  Archaeological  Society,  I  am  concerned  about  the  certain 
disturbance  and/or  destruction  of  cultural  resources,  resources  which  again  belong  to  all  of 


June.  1997  00G714 

United  States  Air  Force/ Bureau  of  land  Management 
PO  Box  329 
Boise,  ID  33701-0329 

GE-3  To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  I  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Care  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho  This  pmgram  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement 

Also,  I  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Came  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  366*  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment 
Sincerely, 

Signature  Required 


I  am  concerned  about  the  harmful  effects  that  aircraft  noise  and  other  phenomena  will 
have  on  the  desert  wildlife,  California  bighorn  sheep,  especially 

Regardless  of  mitigation  efforts  that  the  USAF  will  undertake,  no  doubt  in  good  faith,  the 
disturbance,  destruction,  and  loss  of  public  access  that  will  result  from  the  unnecessary  use 
of  this  land  is  unnecessary  and  unacceptable. 
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United  States  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 
PO.  Box  329 
Boise.  ID  8370 1-0329 

GE-3  To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  I  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Came  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also,  I  would  tike  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  366*  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely, 

Sigrutfure  Required 


United  States  Air  Force/ Bureau  of  Land  Management 

PO  Box  ?29 

Boise,  ID  33701-0329 

QJ7.3  To  Whom  It  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  tor  North  American  Wild  Sheep  I  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Came  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States. 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also,  I  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Came  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  366*  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely, 

Signature  Required  l  J  / . 
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June,  1997  QOG710 

United  States  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 
P.O.  Box  329 
Boise,  ID  83701-0329 

GE-3  To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  I  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho.  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States. 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also,  I  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  366*  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely, 

SignatunJtsquired 
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June,  1997  00G721 

United  States  Air  Force/ Bureau  of  Land  Management 
P.O.  Box  329 
Boise,  ID  S370 1-0329 

GE-3  To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  I  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho.  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States. 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force’s  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also,  I  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  366 ,h Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely, 


Signature  Required 
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00G724 

The  Foundation  for  North  American  IV/frf  Sheep  has  been  working  with  the  Air  Force  over  the 
proposed  development  of  a  supersonic  battlefield.  After  reviewing  the  draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  the  Foundation  finds  that  the  project  will  be  detrimental  to  bighorn  sheep 
populations  in  Southwestern  Idaho.  Your  support  is  needed.  Please  sign  this  letter,  add  your 
comments  and  mail  to  the  address  listed. 

- 

"r1"' 

June.  1997 

United  States  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 
P.O.  Box  329 
Boise.  ID  83701-0329 

GE-3  To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  I  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho.  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States. 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also,  I  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annuat  hunting  season,  as  the  366,s  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains. 
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Jonathan  Turk,  Ph.D. 
Christine  Seashore 
187  Christisen  South  Rd 
Darby,  MT 

Phone  (406)  821-4585 


US  Air  Force/  BLM 


July  3,  1997 


GE-1 


*Al>  Fvru,  P3L-AA 

I  would  like  to  ask  you  to  help  oppose  the  establishment  of  a 
Supersonic  Battlefield  in  Che  Idaho  Canyonlar.ds  region.  The 
Jarbidge,  Bruneau  and  Owyhee  River  drainages  and  their  canyons 
are  an  extraordinary  beautiful  and  unique  area  that  deserves 
national  protection.  The  current  Air  Force  plan  would  create 
loud  and  unpredictable  noise  that  would  destroy  the  recreational 
value  of  the  region  and  harm  wild  animals. 

Please  help  us  protect  the  wild  and  scenic  heritage  of  the  West 
that  we  love. 

Sincerely, 


jr*— 


Jonathan  Turk,  Ph.D 


Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 
Sincerely, 

Signature  Required 
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Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 


WRITTEN  COMMENT  SHEET 

Public  Hearing  Location:  - Boise - 

Thank  you  for  providing  your  comments  on  the  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho  Dra: 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

*  Dcte:  6-20-97 

support  the  "ETI"  alternative  "B",  I  do  feel  “ha~ 


'  •  '  Please  Print  *  *  * 


hr7]£  )J~<Z 

CtV/S'c'e.To  Coce 


Please  hand  this  form  in  or  mail  before  August  6,  1997  to: 

U  S.  Air  Forc«/3ureau  of  Land  Management 
P.0  3c x  329 
Bo.iJ  10  33701*0329 
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Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 


WRITTEN  COMMENT  SHEET 

Public  Hearing  Location:  8<?ne,  Idaho _ 

Thank  you  for  providing  your  comments  cn  the  Enhanced  Training  in  Icaho  Dra* 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

_i  Dcte:  6-13-97 
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US  Air  Force/BLM 
PO  Box  329 
Boise,  ID  83702-0329 

GE-1  Re:  Eastern  Owyhee  County  Bombing  Range 

This  letter  serves  is  written  testimony  regarding  the  bombing  range.  We  ire  opposed  to 
the  proposed  range.  Idahoan's  have  said  no  twice  before,  and  it  appears  that  the  air 
force  just  doesn’t  get  it.  This  proposed  range  is  over  a  pristine  wilderness  area  where  a 
delicate  balance  between  nature  &  man  exists.  The  proposed  range  would  jeopardize  this 
balance  and  is  unwarranted 

Our  experience  has  always  been  that  of  economy  overriding  the  environment  4:  it’s  time 
to  stop  what  has  always  been.  The  Mountain  Home  Airforce  Base  will  not  shrivel  up  & 
die  if  the  proposed  range  doesn't  become  a  reality.  Nor  will  the  economy  that  abounds 
from  the  base  suffer.  Business  will  continue  on  as  usual,  with  the  wilderness  still  intacL 
We  do  not  believe  the  air  force  has  shown  substantial  need  for  the  range,  and  far  too 
much  of  our  tax  base  goes  towards  the  military  as  it  is. 

The  air  force's  excellent  reputation  was  obtained  with  out  this  range,  and  we  believe  they 
can  keep  this  reputation  up  without  the  range.  Idahoans  don't  want  the  bombing 
ranee. 

Sincerely, 

Ms.  Bertilia  L  Redfem  Mr.  Robert  C.  Redfem 

3768N  1600E  same  address  Sc  phone  * 

Buhl.  ID  83316 
2087543-6517 
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OWYHEE  CANY ONLANDS  COALITION  A 

r.O.  Box  65 3  -  Boise,  ID  343-8153  7  j>tfj 


FACT  SHEET  i*  intended  as  a  ruick  to  assist  in  preparation  of  comments  to  tx  sent  to  J 
“»e  USAF/BLM  P.Q,  Box  329  .  Boise.  ID  83701-03:9.  The  cut-off  date  U  August  6th,  1997.  The 
following  is  an  attempt  at  simplifying  some.  of  technical  information  cootaincd  in  the  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS)  and  highlighting  some  of  the  key  elements  that  were 
overlooked.  We  hope  you  find  this  useful. 

The  USAF  wants  to  turn  Southwestern  Idaho  into  a  supersonic  battlefield.  They  tell  us  that  the 
Bombing  Range  would  impact  only  a  mere  12.000  acres'  In  fact  more  than  three  Bullion  acres  of  south¬ 
west  Idaho,  southeast  Oregon  and  northern  Nevada  would  be  included  in  the  system  of  electron;  c  combat 

and  bombing  ”  _ _ 

,  * TbcJDwy hoc  Can yuclaads ,  the  heart  of  this  proposed  military  training  rangejTT  an  abundant, 

.  biodi  verse  regioa  of  rolling 'plateaus  55~  by  dranahcanycics’^The  are7cnniaim  «rwH  scenieN 

rivers," more  tharl ^ytidriro^S&j^Aj^.ro^q^^ California  Bighorn  Sheep “popn the  \ 
Uni  tad  S  tate?  golden  c^a/pr^e^inr^coui^roci'^^^a^Lop^'  mu  C^dccr/e  IK "  cou  gar?  sage  grouse  ) 
aod  many  other  apccies  of  wildLifei^  '..“T";''.  7  -T-  ‘  **  ' 

“  Tbe  Air  Force's  own  Environment,  Safety  and  Occupational  Health  Strategies  Plan  stales  that  • 
there  are  currently  no  studies  that  truly  determine  the  effects  of  noise  levels,  sonic  booms,  super-sonic 
operations  aod  subsonic  operations  on'  bununj.'aaimaJs,  dr  structures.  Yet,  even  without  the  availability  of 
this  fundamental  information,  the  USAF  claims  that  they  have  fully  evaluated  all  effects  its  proposal  on  the 
Owyhee  CanyonJaads 

The  base  levels  used  for  comparison  in  the  NOISE  sections  of  the  DEIS  are  levels  established 
since  the  addition  of  the  Composite  Wing  1992.  In  order  to  comply  with  NEPA,  an  analysis  of  cumulative 
effects  is  required.  Therefore,  tbe  noise  analysis  in  tbe  DEIS  should  have  been  based  on  prc-1992  use 
levels.  The  Air  Force's  attempt  ta  bcrtneuially  impart  the  area  without  2  truly  cumulative  analyst!  is 
entirely  unacceptable 

Another  key  fact  (of  many)  that  the  Air  Force  failed  to  include  in  their  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  (DEIS)  has  to  do  with  toxic  "chemicals." specifically  Titanium  Tetrachloride  assrvi»^<  with  the 
dummy  bombs  that  will  be  dropped  within  the  12,000  acre  drop  site.  Tbe  USAF  has  continually 
downplayed  and  minimized  tbe  effect  of  these  bombs,  as  well  as  potential  health  risks  associated  with 
chaff.  A  study  conducted  by  tbe  US  Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services  regarding  die  beahh 
effects  of  Titanium  Tetrachloride  contains  specific  information  to  the  contrary.  ’  '  ‘  “'*•  ‘‘ 

An  additional  issue  of  concern  that  has  been  glossed  over  by  the  Air  Force,  is  that  no 'matter  bow 
many  promises  they  make  regarding  airspace,  environmental  concerns,  noise,  etc  ,  there  are  o^ad equate 
assurances  that  those  promises  will  apply  to  other  branches  of  the  military  or  foreign  flyer?  that  will  be 
using  the  bombing  range.  The  Air  Force  has  implied  that  they  will  not  take  responsibility  for  other  ... 
branches  of  the  military  or  foreign  armed  forces  invited  to  practice  war  games  at  the  new  aod  improved 

„.  .^ui/ioslly,  by  tbs' Air  Force’s  mvn"»dmisjioa,  tius'piaa  is  not  needed  to  save  M  oucCun*H<yoe  Air  ei 
Force  Base.  It’s  not  needed.  It’s  not  wanted.  tt'Ysiroply  not  good  fee  the  Land,  dllfe  ^or* ihepeop  le  Y 

^ofidahoT —  {JcAWr  la  [  -etsrvvC)Yv\\c^ 

''Sss  Please  refer  to  the  reverse  side  of  this  fact  sheet  for  specific  references  to  the  DEIS  that  you  may 
want  to  consult  as  you  prepare  your  thoughtful  comments.  Also,  please  be  sure  to  include  a  request  for  an 
extension  of  the  comment  period.  There  is  no  limit  to  the  number  of  comments  you  can  submit  You  may 
wish  to  write  a  separate  piece  on  each  issue  of  concern  to  you.  In  fact  we  suggest  that  you  comment  early 
and  often!!!  •••■-•  x 

T»  get  your  copy  of  the  DEIS,  if  one  was  oot  sent  to  you  call  Capt  Melissa  Miller  at  201*12!- 
<800.  If  you  have  any  questions  please  feel  free  to  call  Tbe  Wilderness  Society  office  at  343-8153  or  you 
can  stop  by  our  office  at  4 1 3  Wert  Idaho  if  you  would  like  to  obtain  additional  literature  or  review  our 
copy  of  the  DEIS. 
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pEFiCTfso; References  from  th?  Bon{binq  R^nce  DEIS 

P.  ES  9  CULTURAL  RESOURCES  -  The  Air  Force  Analysis  does  not  include  impacts  oo  intrinsic 
values  like  solitude  and  silence.  Fu  Thermo  re.  the  DEIS  only  looked  at  Cultural  Resources  that  are 
eligible  for  inclusion  ia  the  National  Registry  of  Historic  Places.  This  is  simply  NOT  sufficient  -  all 
historical  sites  should  have  been  taken  into  consideration 

P.  ES  1 1  "No  impact  on  Mining  or  Recreation  industry  would  Result  from  any  of  the 
ALTERNATIVES"  -  This  statement  is  ridiculous.  Guides  and  outfitters  will  lose  business^Raachers  will 
suffer  damages  as  a  result  of  cattle  that  otperiecS^toesi  related  Ulness,  tourism,  which  feeds  local 
•eocomies  will  suffer,  and  the  list  goes  on' 

P.  1-11  RE:  Anti- Armor  Operatiooj  cf  the  Air  National  Guard.  Anti-Armor  ordinance  are 

typically  made  from  depleted  uranium  which  is  highly  radioactive.  The  Air  Force  claims  that  they  will 
not  allow  use  of  Anti- .Armor  ordinance  However,  we  have  no  guarantee  Any  promise  from  the  Air 
Force,  based  oo  our  history  with  them,  is  an  empty  promise. 

P.  1-12  RE:  Use  of  the  Training  Range  by  other  branches  of  the  Military  -  5%  of  the  training 

activity  to  be  oondursed  at  the  proposed  range  is  from  other  brandies  of  the  military.  They  go  on  to 
state  that  the  mission  of  these  guests  "roughly  mirrors “  the  mission  of  MHAFB  This  means  that 
guests  can  cone  and  play  by  tbeir  own  rules  :  Visitors  will  not  be  bound  by  any  promises  or  assurances 
made  my  the  Air  Force  regarding  tow-level  flight,  airspace  restrictions  over  the  Duck  Valley  Indian 
Reservation  or  any  of  tbe  other  so  called  assurances  nude  by  the  USAF. 

P,  1-16  Under  Purpose  of  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho:  this  section  states  that  the  range  will  be 
used  for  tbe  Air  Force's  Rapid  Response  air  expedition  wing.  This  use  ii  oot  addressed  in  any  way 
(beyood  mere  mention)  in  the  DEIS.  Wbat  they  fail  to  explain  is  that  this  change  in  the  mission  of  the 
Composite  Wing  will  frequently  include  aircraft  from  all  branches  of  the  military,  not  necessarily 
obliged  to  comply  with  any  of  the  promises  nude  by  the  USAF,  i.e.  limitations  oo  flight  elevations, 
airspace,  etc... 

I  *  P.  2-15  Baseline  ACTIVTTY  Chart  -  TABLE  2.2.1  •  It  is  interesting  to  note  that  aerial  reftieling 
must  be  practiced  doily.  Trips  to  the  Utah  Training  Range  arid  or  Nellis  in  Nevada  would  easily 
j  accommodate  those  requirement  -  In  fret,  even  more  so  than  having  the  range  right  here  in  Idaho 

P.  2-21  RE.  Claims  that  UTTR  is  dedicated  by  other  uses  which  would  limit  training  capabilities 
for  the  Composite  Wing.  This  is  total  bunk!  The  Composite  wing  is  the  premier  force  for  the  AIR 
COMBAT  COMMAND  and  UTTR  is  an  AIR  COMBAT  COMMAND  Range.  Tbe  Composite  Wing 
is  the  first  to  be  ordered  into  areas  of  conflict  an  therefore  should  have  ultimate  priority  when  it  comes 

to  the  use  of  training  ranges  -  including  UTTR1!!  ^  . 

P.  2-67  RE:  Night  exercises  (after  10  pm )  There ’will  beTT  increase  in  the  already  unacceptable  J" 
aircraft  exercises  over  the’Jarbidgt  and  Owyhee  MOAS'fTbe  DEIS  does  not  evaluate  the  affects  of 


•  P.  2-67  RE:  Night  exercises  (after  10  pm )  There 'will  beatTii 
‘ .aircraft  exercises  <rm  de’Jarbidgc  and  Owyb«  M0AS7Tbe  DE 
^  fuchTaa  increase""*"  ""  ~ . 


P.  2-72  A  *4  CHAFF  A  FLARES-  Chaff  use  will  increase  by  30-55%  wwt  of  Duck  Valley;  The 
prevailing  winds  will  carry  the  chaff  over  rise  Duck  Valley  Indian  Reservation. 

P.  2-73  See  TABLE  2.3-15  for  information  pertaining  to  the  use  of  Chaff  aod  Flares.  The  USAF 
proposal  regarding  the  ETI  includes  a  significant  increase! 

P.  2-76  At  tbe  bottom  of  the  page  it  states  that  the  12,000  acre  training  range  will  be  used  year- 
pound.  This  is  totally  unacceptable.  Tbe  Air  Force  has  continually  refused  to  discuss  any  compromise 
on  this  during  critical  lamming  season  and  other  critical  periods  for  additional  wildlife  species. 

P.  2-60  and  S2,  TABLES  2-3-16  and  2-5-1  ?  Expanding  the  MOA,  as  propoaod  here,  moves  (he 
disturbance  over  an  even  more  critical  wildlife  habitat  and  over  the  Jack's  Creek  Wilderness  Study 
Area.  The  DEIS  does  not  provide  a  sufficient  analysis.  It  should  include  biological  and  recreational 
affects  amoeg  others. 

P.  2-92  CUMMUlATtVE  IMPACTS  •  Air  National  Guard  aod  B-IB  Bomber  should  be  included  in 
this  DEIS  *  they  ARE  NOT,  all  action  since  1992  should  be  covered  and  was  NOT!! 
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P-  3-141  The  DEIS  mentions  that  of  the  one  million  acres  most  affected  by  oo -the -ground 
disturbance  *  67V.  Is  potential  sap  grouse  nesting  or  wintering  habitat.  ^  This  is  unacceptable, 
especially  when  you  'consider  tbe  fact  that  over  the  past  seven  yean  southwest  Idaho  sage  grouse 
populations  have  declined  as  much  as  93V.  in  traditional  areas. 

P.  3-157  A  156  Doer,  Antelope  and  other  Big  Game  -  Biological  surveys  oo  these  species  will  oot 
be  conducted  until  the  winter  of  1997.  This  .in  and  of  itself  is  evidence  of  the  incomplete  nature  of  ’his 
document  V'l.  '  .  .  •  ■ '  ■ 

P.  3-234  RE:  The  JACK'S  CREEK  area  expansion  -  oo  environmental  assessment  was 
No  mitigation  proposals  .have  been  considered  with  regard  to  the  ETI  affect  oo  Big  Horn  Sheep  habitat. 

P.  3-241  \Thereis  no  discussion  of  the  Centennial  Trail  and  the  affect  the  bombing  range  wil]  have  i 
oo  its  use.  i  .  .  ,  '  '■  -  -  -  l 

P  3-256  '  RE:  Visual  Resources  •  “Changes  ia  tbe  landscape  are  allowed,  but  should  remain 
subordinate  to  existing  landscape."  What  they  would  have  us  believe  is  that  emitter  mK-r 

ground  construction  associated  with  the  training  range,  including  road  construction,  will  not  stand  out. 
This  is  limply  not  true.  For  instance  the  emitter  sit  at  Grasmere  ricks  out  like  a  “Sore  Thumb  " 

P.  4-31 A32  RE;  Sonic  Booms  -  the  DEIS  states  that  there  will  be  a  75%  increase  in  the  Sailor  Creek 
area  and  a  50%  increase  in  the  Jarbidge/Brunciu  MQA5"d  _  •  -  •  _  . 

P.  4-11-13,  TABLE  4.2-la  -  4.2-lb  -Noise  Levelt.uaed  are  for  .aircraft  emiring  an’hfTRS  not  for 
aircraft  maneuvering  in  a  MOA.  more  accurate  sound  level  would  be  around  1 1 1  decibels  oot  97.  as^ 

"  shown  in  the  table.  This  discrepancy,  among  others,  makes  the  Noise  Analysis  section  vimally 
worthless.  ..  : 

P,  4-15  Under  “Quantifying  Noise  From  Outdoor  Recreations ’(Perspective"  .  First  of  all  what 
outdoor  recreanooists  were  consulted  as  to  their  perspective?;  Second,  points  3  -  “..jnay  intrude  to 
.  some  degree  on  enjoyment  of  natural  quiet."  And  4  -  “...an  aircraft  may  directly  overfly  a  visitor  ax  low 
altitude.  On  such  occasions,  a  visitor  will  hear  a  very  loud  noise  .  This  noise  will  probably  be 
annoying  and  may  be  startling  as  wdL"  This  is  complete |v  ur-^rtyptyfrjr 

P.  4-27  There  will  be  approximately  five  to  eight  electronic  emitters  located  under  tbe  Jaibidge 
MOA  oa  a  daily  basis.  Electricity  is  supplied  to  the  emitters  by  a  ...diesel  powered  electric  generator 
When  an  emitter  is  located  oa  a  she,  a  generator  will  typically  run  6  to  I  hours  per  day.  5  days  a  week, 
and  sometimes  on  weekends."  Thu  equals  POLLUTION  -  both  NOISE  and  AIR  from  the  generators  - 
neither  of  wtucb  ii  adequately  addressed  in  the  DEIS. 

P.  4-31,  TABLE  4  2-4  -  The  Air  Force  has  averaged  sooic  booms  over  a  12  month  period.  Averaging 
is  not  an  appropriate  measure  for  sooic  booms,  but  rather  the  Air  Force  should  honestly  project  just 
how  many  sonic  booms  would  take  place  over  a  1-2  hour  period  during  in  exercise.  Averaging,  as  they 
have  done  throughout  the  DEIS,  is  deceptive,  unrealistic  and  inappropriate  (also  refer  to  information 
provided  by  TWS  from  Dr.  William  Weida.  :  ...  *  "  - 

P.  4-J9  In  the  last  paragraph  chaff  and  its  effect  oo  mem  ben  of  the  Shcsbone-Paiuie  Tribes  They 
state  that  chaff  used  by  the  AIR  FORCE  (do  mention  of  chaff  used  bv  other  branches  of  tbe  military  or 
guest  users  of  the  training  range)  will  increase  approximately  12%  They  go  oo  to  state  that  “  Chaff  is 
an  inert  substance  and  has  never  been  shown  to  create  any  health  of  safety  r sks  to  persons  or  animals 
Therefore,  this  increase  utilisation  would  create  ho  health  dr  safety  impacts  “  This  is  bunk!  They 
simply  failed  to  do  their  research  oo  the  risks  associated  to  chaff  and  should  be  required  to  do  so' 

P.  4-108  (last  paragraph)  “Although  information  about  noise  effects  oo  sage  grouse  is  oot  available 
in  the  literature....;"  If  it's  not  available,  then  they  should  coodun  the  necessary  studies  Sutiag  that 
information  is  not  available  is  simply  not  acceptable. 

P.  4-162  RE:  Cultural  Resources,  specifically  4.9.2  -  Completion  of  Section  106  Process  •  "If  a 
range  development  alternative  is  selected,  completion  of  the  Section  106  process  would  ecta-l .."  They 
then  go  on  to  list  items  related  to  yet  another  study  that  is  oot  yet  completed. '  Why  was  it  not  doce 
prior  to  release  of  the  DEIS?  And,  doesn't  tbe  Air  Force's  failure  to  complete  all  necessary  studies 
violate  NEPA?  YES! I! 


•  Section  4.11  Recreatiocal  and  Visual  Resources  ■  “Specifically  issues  and  coceertri  aris^'g'fr^^^^^J, 

proposed  implemeetetooa  include'  .  . '  J  " 

*  Change  in  recreatiocaJ  usa  due  to  either  increased  access  through  improved  roads  or  ■  .i  *  .  5 

decreased  access  through  road  elcrurei  or  Other  limitations  placed  oo  groupi  due  to  military 

activity.  1  • 

•  Potential  loss  of  primitive  recreational  Land  due  to  the  proposed  target  areas 

-  Potential  loss  of  lolirude  aad  serenity  often  sought  in  primitive  and  wilderness  settings. 

-  Pocamal  lass  of  wilderness  characteristics  i 

-  Potential  degradatoo  of  visual  qualities  of  Landscape  as  a  result  of  target  and  emitter  site 

COCSTUCtiOQ. 

-  Potential  alteration  of  visual  settings  ia  the  airspace  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  increase  in 

flight  activity." 

Nice  of  them  to  list  out  everything  we  stand  to  lose,  ft  is  unfortunate  though  that  there  is  ao  acceptable 
mitigation  proposal  is  presented  in  the  DEIS  with  regard  to  these  sacrifices.  No  low-level  flight  over 
recreational  rivers  like  the  Bornean  aad  Jarbidge  is  acceptable.  There  should  be  no  low-level  flight 
during  the  peak  Coating  seasont  “ 

•  Section  5  RE:  Irreversible  and  Irretrievable  Commitment  of  Resources  ■  Tbe  first  point  of  interest 
with  regard  to  this  subject,  is  it's  placement  in  the  DEIS  -  at  the  very  end'H  The  document  identifies 
certain  losses  and  value  of  certain  resources,  however  they  fail  to  address  the  loss  of; 

•  The  natural  character  of  the  environment 

-  WlLOlLFE  AND  VTGETA7TON  . 

-  Natural  Panoramic  Vet  as 

-  the  Natural  solitude  of  txe  desert  experience 

this  a  totally  unacceptable,  the  as  force  should  abandon  rrs  notion  that  Idahoans 

ARE  OO  CSC  TO  allow  THEM  TO  OBLITERATE  ONE  OF  OUR  MOST  PRIZED  STATE  TREASURES! 


DEIS-  Draft  environmental  Impact  Statement 

ETI  -  Enhanced  Training  w  Idaho 

GOLD  •  GREATER  OWYHEE  LEOAL  DEFENSE  ■  . 

MHAFB  -  MOUNTAIN  HOME  AIR  FORCE  Base 

MOA-  MzttaRY  Opera ^ ton  Area 

MTR  -  military  tradcno  Route 

NEPA  -  National  environmental  policy  act  . 

TWS  -  THE  wilderness  Society  "  *. 

L'S.af  -  Untied  States  air  force  •  - 

UTTR  -  Utah  TRaDTNC  Range 
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U.  S.  Air  Force 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.  0  Box  329 

Boise.  [D  83701*0329 

GE-2  To  Whom  It  May  Concern: 

The  U  S  Air  Force’s  proposal  to  establish  a  supersonic  battlefield  in  the  Idaho 
Owyhee  canyonlands  is  unacceptable  This  is  an  area  enjoyed  by  floaters,  hikers, 
campers,  and  others.  I  am  very  much  opposed  to  this  bombing  range  for  the  following 
reasons: 

1  All  of  the  proposed  alternatives  will  cause  an  unacceptable  increase  in  noise 
pollution. 

2  The  Air  Force  has  underestimated  the  effects  of  the  extremely  loud  and  unpredictable 
.  noise  on  people  and  animals. 

3.  The  Bruneau,  Jarbridge  and  Owyhee  canyonlands  are  extraordinary  and  deserve 
national  recognition  and  protection. 

4  The  .Air  Force  already  has  sufficient  bombing  ranges  to  practices  their  maneuvers. 
Thank  you  for  taking  these  reasons  into  consideration. 

Sincerely,  si 


ECHO 

FILM 

PRODUCTIONS,  INC. 

*07  W  8* mock 
Bo**.  W»no  S3 702 
208  !  J  36 -03-19 
FAX  208  >  338-0858 

July  11,  1997 


USAF/BLM 

P.  0.  Box  329 

Boise,  Idaho  83701-0329 

GE-2  TO  WHOM  IT  MAY  CONCERN: 

As  a  Reserve  Army  Officer  I  feel  compelled  to  support  military 
training  and  the  reality  required  to  make  it  effective  in 
improving  ones  ability  to  succeed  in  combat. 

On  the  other  hand  I  love  the  desert  and  its  wildlife.  I  have 
spent  alot  of  time  working  for  its  conservation  and  photographing 
its  many  resources. 

I  find  it  difficult  the  believe  the  Air  Force’s  continued  facts 
relating  to  sound  effects  on  wildlife  and  the  people  of  Duck 
Valley.  It  is  so  obvious  when  in  the  desert  that  low  flying 
aircraft  reach  unacceptable  noise  levels. 

So  rather  than  complain  I  offer  a  solution.  1  think  the  Air 
Force  should  be  given  the  freedom  to  improve  and  expand  existing 
facilities  with  the  highest  possible  technical  elements.  Targets 
should  have  the  capability  of  firing  a  lazer  beam  at  incoming  air 
craft  rather  than  the  simple  drop  it  "here”  exercises.  The  range 
i3  useable,  has  little  effect  on  the  public  or  wildlife  and  needs 
substantial  upgrade.  To  say  it  can’t  meet  needs  has  not  been 
proven  based  on  the  available  technology  and  training  techniques 

tthat  could  be  Incorporated  to  make  it  one  of  the  toughest  target 
training  areas  in  the  country.  The  air  force  does  not  need  and 
has  not  proven  a  need  for  using  practically  the  entire  Southern 
Idaho  desert  to  make  training  realistic  and  challenging. 


I  support  dramatically  improved,  very  high  tech  improvements  to 
existing  facilities  that  provides  not  only  target  acquisition  but 
enemy  return  fire  exercises  using  state  of  the  art  technology. 
This  idea  reduces  the  heated  political  pressures  on  a  wide  range 
of  interests,  it  can  dramatically  improve  the  feel  of  actual 
combat  situations  for  pilots,  it  allows  speed,  armaments,  aerial 
■anuevers,  in  flight  refueling,  and  ground  exercises  without 
effecting  canyonland  recreation,  delicate  wildlife  species,  and 
the  threat  of  fire  to  the  Owyhee  area. 
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IT  S.  Air  Force/  Durc*u  of  Lend  VUrjjement 

P  0  B«t  314 

Boi*e.  tD  S3  TO  I  -03  J9 


I  *m  wrring  one*  igiin  io  exp<-ws  my  oppo*irion  to  the  proposed  Air  Force  training  banieff eld  in  tdaho**  remote 
Owyhee,  Bruneau.  and  larbid^e  river  canyon*  The**  wild  canyon*  are  a  predoui  nattntu)  treasure  and  our  efforts 
should  be  directed  toward*  *a«ng  them  from  development  rather  than  making  plan*  to  bomb  them  These  canyon* 
are  unique  and  unjpoiled  The  training  facility  would  destroy  the  wlence  and  forever  change  the  land  scape  The  area  i* 
remote  and  hard  to  gel  to  now  With  the  development  of  the  training  fatality,  the  road*  would  be  improved  and  both 
official  Air  Force  travel  and  public  u*e  would  increase  aignificantly  The  remote  character  would  be  lost 

Please  don't  destroy  thi*  wild  place  Our  country  it  losing  ill  wild  placet  at  an  alarming  rate  We  can  save  this 
beautifrd  canyon  country  by  chooung  not  to  build  the  training  facility 
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United  Slates  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  329 

Boise,  Idaho  83701-0329 

R£:  Combat  Bombing  Range  fETI) 


I  am  compelled  lo  respond  to  the  Air  Forces’*  continuing  desire  to  expand  the  Saylor  Creek 
Bombing  Range.  What  amounts  to  little  more  than  a  blatant  land  grab  for  an  ever  greater  portion 
of  the  Owyhees  under  the  guise  of  a  enhanced  training  necessity  is  SIMPLY  WRONG  and  an 
ABUSE  OF  GOVERNMENTAL  CREDIBILITY. 

I  have  lived  in  Idaho  for  over  40  years  and  am  an  avid  whitewater  enthusiast,  backpacker, 
mountain  biker  and  ardent  nature  tover.  I  have  rafted  and  kayaked  the  Owyhee,  the  Bruneau  and 
Jarbidge  Rivers.  1  have  backpacked  and  camped  throughout  the  Jacks  Creek  drainages  and  have 
hiked  and  driven  through  portions  of  the  proposed  training  range  expansion.  While  the 
spectacular  scenery  is  awe  inspiring  and  truly  breathtaking,  the  on-the-grountJ  experience  is 
greatly  diminished  by  the  roar  of  low  flying  aircraft.  More  recently,  I  was  extremely  dismayed 
by  scattered  chaff  debris  fields  at  the  confluence  of  the  East  Fork  ar.d  main  reaches  of  the 
Bruneau  just  last  month.  The  Owyhees  and  its  environs  must  not  become  the  Air  Force’s 
GARBAGE  DUMP  for  bombs,  flares  and  chaff! 

The  primary  beauty  of  this  area  is,  unfortunately,  what  makes  the  Air  Force  think  it  would  be  a 
great  training  range.  Don’t  be  mistaken  in  thinking  that  the  isolation,  desolation,  sparse 
population  density  and  largely  ignored  mass  recreational  incursions  equate  with  an  area  that  is 
not  deeply  cared  for  and  therefore  expendable.  Such  a  mistaken  perception  is  vigorously 
disputed  by  scores  of  naturalists,  birders,  hikers,  bikers,  campers,  river  runners  and  horsemen  that 
truly  admire  this  area  for  its  pristine  solitude,  remoteness,  and  unique  wildlife  qualities.  The  Air 
Force  is  GREATLY  MISTAKEN  to  conclude  that  their  screaming  jets,  sonic  booms,  dummy 
warheads,  chaff  debris  and  live  ordinance-caused  fires  would  be  overlooked  and  not  disturb  the 


Listen  to  the  average  person  in  Idaho,  those  whose  direct  economic  benefit  is  not  myopically  tied 
to  this  expansion.  You  will  hear  overwhelmingly  that,  regardless  of  the  option,  WE  DO  NOT 
SUPPORT  THE  ETI!  Please  consider  the  overarching  interests  of  the  land,  its  wildlife,  Native 
American  spiritual  coneems.  as  well  os  simple  recrcaiional  enthusiasts.  Make  do  with  the  current 
training  range.  Idaho  and  its  citizens  deserve  no  less  and  the  Air  Force  should  demand  no  more. 

Respectfully  yours, 

Melvin  Johnson 
138  E.  Crestline  Dr. 

Boise.  Idaho  83703 


The  Air  Force’s  own  research  materials  and  high-ranking  officer  comments  confirm  that  we 
already  have  the  most  advanced,  combat-ready  air  force  in  the  world.  This  fact  has  been  proven 
numerous  times,  most  recently  in  the  Middle  East  in  Operation  Desert  Storm.  The  current  range 
in  Idaho,  as  well  as  those  in  Nevada  and  Utah,  are  and  have  proven  to  be  more  than  adequate  in 
preparing  for  this  nation’s  defense.  This  during  times  of  even  more  increased  combat  readiness 
need.  Please  STOP  trying  to  mislead  the  public  through  misinformation,  half-truths  and  costly 
empire  building  rhetoric  to  justify  this  travesty  as  crucial  to  the  survival  of  Ml  Home  Air  Force 
Base  and  this  nation's  ability  to  effectively  wage  an  air  war 
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Leni  Newman 
P.O.  box  IW7 
Ketchum  Idaho  83340 

US  Air  Force  I  am  writing  you  one  more  time  in  the  hope  that  you  will  give  up  on  tring  to 
gain  support  on  expanding  you  Mountain  Home  bombing  range.  I  in  95  went  to  Twin  Falls  to 
stand  up  and  speak  out  against  the  expansion.  Not  to  hurt  the  air  force  but  to  protect  the  wild  and 
remote  area  of  the  Bruneau  river  basin.  I  have  been  going  to  the  desert  rivers  for  going  on  1 5 
years  and  have  grown  to  love  those  special  days  that  I  spend  there.  Now  with  the  rare  jet  it  is  ok 
to  put  up  with  a  bit  of  noise.  The  idea  of  the  possibly  of  increased  noise  that  this  will  bring  to 
the  area  is  unaceable  to  me.  This  is  a  vast  area  of  solitude. 

The  area  is  home  of  many  types  of  wildlife  and  they  do  not  have  a  voice  in  this .  We  as  a 
whole  have  taken  so  much  of  there  land  away  from  them  in  the  form  of  cities  and  farm  land  that 
we  need  to  protect  there  life  for  the  future  grerations  of  our  families.  I  plan  on  taking  ray  family 
down  with  me  some  day.  I  want  them  to  know  this  area  as  I  have  told  them  it  is.unspolied  and 
wild.  Most  of  all  the  remoteness  and  quite. 

I  have  been  a  advide  supporter  of  getting  this  area  turned  into  a  wild  river  by  congress.  If  you 
expand  the  range  then  all  of  my  work  and  many  others  that  are  working  on  this  idea  have  tost  a 
nother  place  in  our  land  for  ever,  it  does  not  go  by  that  ever  day  I  thank  my  luckily  stars  that  1 
am  able  to  enjoy  so  many  special  places  in  ray  home  state.  Jest  the  thought  of  losing  one  more 
for  any  reason  is  to  much  to  ask.  As  the  world  gets  more  crowded  we  must  save  those  out  of  the 
way  places.  For  in  the  near  future  those  special  places  will  become  crowed.  So  inclosing  1  will 
save  that  l  as  one  Idahoen  will  not  stand  for  the  expansion  of  the  Mountain  Home  booming 
range. 
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July  7,  1997 

1135  East  Bonn*vlll« 

Pocatallo,  ZD  63201 


U.S.  Air  Fore*  /  BLM 
PO  Box  329 

Boisa,  ID  83701-0329 


GE-1  Gantlaman/Ladla*: 

RE:  Suparsonic  Battlefiald 

I  an  vary  much  opposed  to  the  proposal  to  establish  a 
Supersonic  Battlefield  in  the  southwest  Idaho  desert  area. 

This  is  a  wonderful  recreational  area.  I  use  southwest 
desert  lands  for  hiking  end  river  running,  and  I  an  aghast 
that  this  area  would  even  be  considered  for  such  disruptive 
and  environmentally  damaging  military  nanuvers. 

The  Air  Force  has  completely  underestimated  the  value  of 
these  lands  and  the  effect  that  noise  will  have  on 
recreationists  end  wildlife.  Instead  of  using  this  land  for 
military  uses,  it  should  be  preserved,  and  it's  rivers  and 
canyons  and  wild  lands  protected  for  future  generations. 


Ron  Watters 


July  7,  1997 

U.S.  Air  Force 

Bureau  of  Land  Hanagenent 

P  O  Box  329 

Boise,  ID  83701-0329 


GE-1 


To  whoa  it  may  concern, 

I  would  like  to  take  this  opportunity  to  express  my 
opposition  to  the  establishment  of  a  Supersonic  Battlefield 
over  the  Jarbldge,  Bruneau  and  Owyhee  Canyons.  *?*■** 
reading  the  proposal,  I  feel  all  the  alternatives  will  cause 
an  increase  in  noise  in  the  canyon  area.  . 

The  Air  Force  has  underestimated  how  loud  the  aircraft 
is  when  you  are  in  the  canyon.  A  few  y«r»  ago  the  jets 
would  fly  low  over  the  Bruneau  River  while  we  were  floating. 
Besides  scaring  you  es  they  flew  past,  the  sound  was 
deafening.  The  jets  do  not  add  to  a  river  floating 

"*P*r!*ha!e  floated  all  three  of  these  rivers.  They  offer 
an  experience  unlike  other  rivers  because  of  the  canyon 
walls  and  seclusion  of  these  rivers.  All  three  of  these 
rivers  deserve  national  recognition  and  protection. 


Sincerely, 


O  _  C£L&-v__ 


Dana  Olson-Elle 
1400  Juniper  Hill  Rd 
Pocatello,  ID  63204 
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United  States  Air  Force/ Bureau  of  Land  Management 
P.O.  Box  329 
Boise,  ID  83701 -0329 

GE-3  To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  I  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho.  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States. 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also,  I  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  366'*'  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment.  / 

Sincerely,  /  / 

Signature  RtqrTtretT)  I  //j  ij  _ _ 
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United  States  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  329 

Boise,  ID  83701-0329 
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GE-3  To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  I  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Came  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho.  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States. 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also,  I  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Came  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  366*  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely, 

Signature  Required 


399S*  E.  Kokooelll  Lane 


Comments:  I  heartily  endorse  reestablishment  of  the  above  mentioned  sheep 
transplant  program.  Sheep  habitat  Is  continually  shrinking,  we 
don't  need  to  hasten  the  process  with  the  development  of  a  mllatary 


r*nge  1n  prime  habitat. 


US  Air  Force/Bure&u  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  329 

Boise,  Idaho  83701-0329 


GE-2  In  Reference  to  the  Proposed  Enhanced  Training  Range  in  Idaho: 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  voice  our  opinion  on  this  proposal.  We  have 
serious  concerns  on  the  impact  this  project  would  have  on  Owyhee  County  and  we  are 

C opposed  to  iL  We  also  question  the  need  for  another  Training  Range,  especially  one  as 
extensive  and  expensive  as  the  Enhanced  Training  Range  would  be. 

As  a  retired  Military  family  we  fully  understand  and  appreciate  the  effort  of  the  Air 
Force  to  ensure  and  provide  the  best  possible  care  and  training  for  their  personnel  We 
feel,  however,  that  costly  construction,  be  it  in  buildings,  roads,  railways  and  whatever  b 
required  for  such  a  complex,  will  not  make  people  better  pilots,  anymore  than  a  brand  new 
school  building  will  turn  out  better  educated  students. 

Owyhee  County  b  our  home.  We  live  here.  People  stationed  at  Mtn.  Home  Air 
Force  Base  are  only  here  for  a  short  time.  Suggestions,  proposals  and  decisions  made  by 
Officials  in  temporary  residence  will  effect  the  future  of  this  county  permanently.  Young 
people  on  active  duty  now  will  one  day  retire  just  as  we  have  and  join  the  work  force  in 
Civilian  life,  or  start  a  business  of  their  own.  The  place  they  wish  to  retire  in,  may  well  be 
around  the  Boise  and  Mtn.  Home  area,  where  one  can  still  enjoy  the  outdoors  for  hunting, 
fishing,  hiking,  and  sports  activities  all  year  round. 

Many  people  are  now  aware  of  the  proposed  20  year  Range  Management  Plan  by 
the  BLM  for  the  Owyhee  Resource  area.  TOs  document  provides  a  lot  of  insight  on 
resources  in  the  county  and  of  ways  to  preserve  them.  It  b  a  wake-up  call  for  all  people 
who  use  public  lands  and  care  about  improving  current  conditions. 

Combined  efforts  in  better  range  management  practices  by  the  BLM,  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Lands,  the  Idaho  Department  of  Water  Resources  and  the  Ranchers  can 
already  be  noticed. 

A  Military  Training  Range  b  exactly  that  and  therefore  the  activity  and  related 
noise  has  to  be  expected.  Our  Ranch  b  located  in  Annie  Valley,  Owyhee  County. 

National  Guard  Helicopters  and  Air  Force  Jets  fly  over  frequently. 

Past  experience  has  proven  to  us  that  noise  does  have  an  affect  on  people,  as  well 
as  on  domestic  animals,  livestock  and  wildlife.  Among  the  livestock  we  do  have  wildlife 
on  our  range.  We  feel  that  the  proposed  Enhanced  Training  Range  would  have  a  negative 
impact  on  the  land,  the  wildlife,  the  livestock  on  the  range,  and  the  people  who  live  in  that 
area  and  depend  on  ranching  for  their  income. 
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It  Is  our  sincere  hope,  that  the  person  entrusted  with  the  responsibility  of  this 
decision,  will  have  the  foresight  to  realize  the  affect  it  would  have  on  the  future  of 
Owyhee  County. 

Our  concerns,  opinions  and  comments  on  this  proposal  do  not  in  any  way  diminish 
our  regard  and  support  for  our  military.  Mtn.  Home  Air  Force  Base  is  an  important 
installation.  It  is  also  a  greatly  appreciated  economic  plus  to  the  area. 

It  ts  unfortunate,  that  the  fear  of  a  possible  base  closure  b  keeping  many  people 
from  malting  honest  comment  on  the  range  proposal  or  none  at  all.  Thank  you. 


Reject  fully, 

Raymond  and  Paula 
Annie  Valley  Ranch 
Owyhee  County 


Po.  fcbx  S'4'*1 
"i TTi) 
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July  11,  1997 
USAF/BLM 
P.O.Box  329 
Boise,  Idaho  83701 


GE-2 


DP-4 


NO-11 


PR-23 


My  family  has  had  the  opportunity  to  hike  and  camp  together  in 
the  Owyhee  Canyonlands  for  the  past  20  years;  my  husband  for  the  past 
fifty-.  This  is  an  area  that  needs  to  be  preserved.  The  latest  attempts  by 
the  Air  Force  to  change  the  area  from  a  multi-use  site  to  a  supersonic  air 
space  is  completely  unacceptable. 

”  The  Air  Force  is  using  an  EIS  statement  that  has  already  been 
declared  inadequate  by  the  courts.  It  is  simply  one  more  attempt  to  take 
over  the  region  without  having  the  area  properly  assessed  and 
^considering  changes,  or  better  yet,  relinquishing  the  plan, 
r  The  Air  Force  contends  that  it  has  fully  evaluated  the  noise  issue; 
however  the  Environment,  Safety  and  Occupational  Health  Strategies 
Plan  states  that  there  are  no  current  studies  that  determine  the  effects  of 
noise  levels,  sonic  booms,  super-sonic  operations  and  subsonic 
operations  on  humans,  animals,  or  structures. 

The  plan  that  is  being  proposed  will  put  restrictions  on  the  Air 
Force  since  that  is  that  branch  of  the  military*  most  directly  concerned. 
Will  these  restrictions  and  guide  lines  be  followed  by  other  branches  of 
the  U.S.  military?  Once  the  training  area  is  approved  and  the  air  space 
designated,  will  other  branches  have  free  run  of  the  space  with  an  “I’m 
sorry.  I’ll  never  do  it  again”  type  mentality?  This  is  an  issue  that  needs 
to  be  made  clear  and  included  in  all  documents. 

Let  us  work  to  improve  this  area  rather  than  increase  pollution! 


Respectfully  submitted, 

Dorothy  Snue 
7304  McMullen 
Boise,  Idaho  83709 
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Comments  on  the  USAF  EIS  for  the  proposed  Owyhee  Canyonlands 
Training  Range: 

GE-2  My  name  is  Christopher  Smith,  I  reside  in  Boise  Idaho,  and  I  am 
opposed  to  the  proposed  action  because: 

The  area  of  Southwestern  Idaho  known  as  the  Owyhee  Canyonlands 
will  suffer  irreversible  damage  from  the  proposed  action.  Both  the 
wildlife  populations  and  the  plant  communities  will  be  impacted  by 
the  proposed  activities.  Specifically: 

l)The  use  of  chaff  and  flares  by  military  aircraft  will  impact  the 
natural  resources.  Chaff  will  litter  the  ground  and  may  be  injested  by 
wildlife.  Flares  pose  a  fire  hazard. 

3) The  emitter  sites  ,  their  access  roads,  and  other  disturbances  on  the 
ground  will  alter  the  landscape  and  the  viewshed  in  this  spectacular 
area,  and  may  increase  the  disturbance  of  wildlife  and  cultural 
resources. 

4)  The  noise  impacts  will  be  substantial  and  will  alter  the  wilderness 
characteristics  of  the  area. 

The  proposed  action  Is  essentially  the  same  as  the  original  proposal 
put  forth  by  the  Air  Force,  with  some  minor  differences.  It  is  an 
effort  to  create  a  large  scale  electronic  warfare  training  range  In  the 
airspace  over  southwestern  Idaho,  northern  Nevada,  and 

[Southeastern  Oregon.  The  BS  prepared  by  the  Air  Force  for  this 
electronic  warfare  training  range  fails  to  accurately  depict  the 
impacts  of  the  proposed  action.  Many  of  the  studies  contained  in  it 
are  flawed  or  Incomplete.  A  particularly  egregious  example  of  this  is 
[The  analysis  of  the  noise  Impacts,  which  averages  the  noise  levels 
NO-4  over  a  24  hour  P€riod-  This  methodology  Is  asinine  and  is  completely 
[inappropriate  for  measuring  the  noise  created  by  military-  jet  aircraft 
flying  and  turning  at  high  speed  at  low  altitude. 

The  Air  Force  has  plenty  of  airspace  elsewhere  in  the  West  to  use  for 
training.  Leave  the  Owyhee  Canyonlands  alone! 


Christopher  Smith 
1208  E  Jefferson 
Boise  ID  83712 


Comments  on  the  USAF  EIS  for  the  proposed  Owyhee  Canyonlands  Training 
Range. 

GE- 1  My  name  Is  Deanna  Smith,  I  live  In  Boise  Idaho,  and  1  oppose  the  proposed  training 
range  expansion. 

The  Owyhee  Canyonlands  and  the  surrounding  lands  are  unique  and  should  be  left 
as  they  are  today.  We  have  already  altered  so  much  of  this  wonderful  country  and 
there  are  few  places  left  with  so  much  wild  space  It  is  a  disgrace  that  our  nation  is 
considering  doing  anything  with  this  land  other  than  to  preserve  it.  But  I  find  it 
especially  terrible  that  the  USAF  continues  to  try  and  push  this  training  range  on 
the  citizens  of  Idaho  when  we  have  repeatedly  said  "No!  This  Is  not  what  we  want* 

Specifically  !  oppose  the  currently  proposed  action  for  the  following  reasons; 

II  Spending  diminishing  tax  dollars  on  a  facility  that  the  Airforce  themselves  argue 
is  not  needed 

2)  The  numerous  inadequacies  in  the  EIS  as  have  been  pofnted  out  by  the  Greater 
Owyhee  Legal  Defense  and  others 

3)  Any  negative  impact  that  the  training  range  would  have  on  the  area’s  wildlife  is 
unacceptable.  It  is  not  worth  risking  any  negative  Impacts  on  the  areas  bighorn 
sheep  population  especially 

4)  The  disregard  the  airforce  shows  for  the  native  peoples  of  the  area  Is  a  disgrace 
and  makes  me  embarrased  to  be  associated  with  them  as  an  American  citizen. 

5)  The  emitter  sites  and  the  roads  required  to  maintain  them  will  alter  the 
landscape,  damage  the  spectacular  views  this  area  offers,  and  may  disturb  wildlife. 

6)  The  noise  impacts  will  permanantly  alter  the  wilderness  characteristics  of  this 
area  I  have  spent  some  wonderful  time  in  this  area  including  two  river  trips  on  the 
East  Fork  of  the  Owyhee  The  noise  created  by  the  current  fly  overs  from  the 
existing  range  already  impact  the  area  more  than  !  would  like.  Any  increase  in 
noise  would  be  unacceptable 

I  could  go  on,  but  the  bottom  tine  Is  the  current  proposal  is  not  acceptable,  Including 
the  no  action  alternative,  as  it  ts  based  on  a  baseline  condition  that  has  never  been 
evaluated  under  NEPA  No  proposal  could  possibly  be  acceptable  as  It  would  be 
unnecessary  STOP  spending  unnecessary  money 


12C8  E  Jefferson  St 
Boise,  ID  83712 
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July  11,  1997 


USAF/BLM 
P.O.Box  329 
Boise,  Idaho  83701 


GE-2  Owyhee  County  in  southwestern  Idaho  contains  some  incredible 

treasures:  Canyonlands,  abundant  wildlife,  wild  rivers,  archeological 
sites.  This  is  an  area  to  be  savored  and  brought  into  the  next  century' 
unchanged. 

U.S.  Air  Force,  for  the  fourth  time,  wishes  to  transform  this  unique  area 
into  a  supersonic  training  range. 

I  understand  that  the  bighorn  sheep  population  in  the  Jacks  Creek  area 
has  already  been  adversely  affected  since  1992.  I  believe  the  methods 
[“used  by  the  Air  Force  to  evaluate  the  noise  impact  are  totally 
NO*1  I  inadequate.  The  noise  pollution  from  the  training  range  will  be 
completely  unacceptable. 

PN-14  Qhe  Air  Force  has  stated  that  this  training  range  is  not  needed.  The  E1S 
jhas  already  been  declared  inadequate  by  the  courts.  Idaho  does  need 
DP*4  |_and  should  not  allow  this  training  range  to  be  built. 


This  area  should  be  preserved  and  enjoyed  by  the  public,  not  destroyed. 


jaryS 
7304  McMullen 
Boise,  Idaho  83709 
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USAF/BLM 
P.O.Box  329 
Boise,  ID  83701 

July  11,  1997 

GE-2  To  Whom  It  May  Concern, 

The  USAF  wants  to  expand  their  training  range  in  southwestern  . 
Idaho.  I  have  hiked,  hunted,  worked  and  run  rivers  in  this  area  and 
I  don't  think  the  plan  addressed  the  noise  levels  accurately.  On  the 
occasions  that  I  have  been  in  this  area  and  I  have  seen  jets.  The 
noise  they  produced  has  always  been  significantly  loud  enough  to 
impact  my  experience.  Because  this  Is  one  of  the  few  large  prisdne 
high  desert  ecosystems  left  in  the  U.S.  and  because  Increased  air  and 
land  activities  will  initiate  degeneration  of  the  ecosystem,  I  oppose 
the  Enhanced  range.  I  have  listed  below  several  problems  that  I 
have  with  the  EIS. 


1)  The  impacts  of  the  DEIS  alternatives  are  not  adequately 
considered. 

The  Impacts  will  not  be  limited  to  a  mere  12,000  acre  drop  site.  In 
fact,  noise  disturbance  will  impact  the  greater/portion  of  southwest 
Idaho.  The  jets  will  be  flying  to  and  from  targets  and  using  a  large 
area  of  air  space.  The  areas  below  will  be  subject  the  noise  from  jets. 
Prior  to  subjecting  this  high  desen  system  to  additional  noise  up-to- 
date  data  should  be  collected.  The  data  is  technically  out  of  date  and 
inappropriate.  Range  impacts  should  be  based  on  models  for 
^acceptable  wilderness  noise  calculations,  not  urban  noise. 

2)  Cumulative  Impacts  are  not  adequately  addressed. 

j^The  1992  Composite  wing  EIS  is  used  as  no  action  baseline 
alternative.  That  EIS  was  previously  found  deficient  by  the  couns 
because  the  cumulative  Impacts  of  the  training  range  were  not 
included  in  the  composite  wing  document.  The  activities  of  the 
composite  wing  should  now  be  part  of  the  cumulative  analyses  in 
‘this  new  document  to  the  new  document  to  pass  legal  test. 


The  No  Action  Alternative  defined  in  the  present  document  merely 
addresses  the  impact  of  not  developing  any  particular  drop  site.  A 
real  no  action  scenario  should  be  included  to  evaluate  the  impacts  of 
_no  further  range  development^ 


David  Kordiyak 
3272  Sycamore  Drive 
Boise,  ID  83703 


NO-2 


DP-5 


DP-7 


DP-29  r 3)  The  No  Action  Alternative  Is  not  accurate. 
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GE-1  I  ara  writing  to  express  my  OPPOSITION  for  tf>e  new  Air  Force  Bombing  Range  proposal  l  use  the 
proposed  range  for  recreation  currently.  I  believe  that  the  noise  would  destroy  the  benefit  of  die  uti  te 
recreation  and  to  the  local  wildlife. 
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July  12,  1997 


U.S/BLM 

P.0.  BOX  329 

Boise,  Idaho  S3701-0329 

GE-2  Dear  Sir*: 

As  a  Citizen  of  Idaho,  I  am  adamantly  opposed  to  the  enhanced 
Training  Range  proposal  by  the  Air  Force.  Everywhere  we  see 
or  read  about  evidence  of  devastation  to  the  envoirmenc  and 
it*  inhabitants.  Unknown  numbers  of  species  are  rapidly 
disappearing.  All  around  us  the  landscape  is  scarred.  1  can 
see  no  need  for  more  acreage  to  be  sacrificed  or  more  species 
to  be  threatened  to  accommodate  this  proposal. 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  Air  Force  has  been  unresponsive  to  the 
concerns  of  Idaho  Cititens  and  ocher  people  throughout  the 
«...  ,  rSountry.  In  my  opinion,  the  Air  Force  has  failed  to 
PN-I  [demonstrate  the  need.  The  land  involved  belongs  to  the  people 
of  the  United  States  not  officials  pursuing  their  own  goals. 

He  have  damaged  the  earth,  perhaps  beyond  the  capacity  to 
sustain  the  needs  of  the  people  for  another  hundred  years. 
Survival  of  human  beings  is  inextricably  tied  to  the  survival 
of  other  specie*  many  of  which  may  be  destroyed  by  an  expanded 
bombing  range  in  Southern  Idaho. 

Sincerely  Yours, 


SlyU^oo  Q-  'TyJ^tuyr 


Irene  A.  Wilcox 


1 S20  Sunrise  Rim 
Boise,  Idaho  83 70S 
13  July  1997 

USAF/BIM 
P0  Box  329 

Boise,  Idaho  83701*0329 
GE-2  To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

I  have  reviewed  the  Draft  Environmental  itatement  pertaining  to  the  USAF  request  to  enlarge 
the  Idaho  Bombing  range,  and  withdraw  considerable  air  space.  I  do  not  accept  the  scientific 
background  that  underpins  this  DEIS.  I  have  several  major  concerns: 

|7i )  h  baffles  me  that  the  USAF  does  not  follow  the  Federal  Uws  in  attempting  to  withdraw  federal 
PD  1 A I  lind  "n*  1950  EngJe  Act  '*  in  forcc’  ^  f«Iuir«  thlt  *ny  withdraw!  over  3000  acres  must  go  to 
PR- 10  Congress.  |  ^  only  conclude  that  the  Air  Force  knows  that  Congress  will  not  approve  the 
|  withdraw!,  so  have  simply  ignored  the  law 

(2)  The  area  designated  is  mostly  in  big  sagebrush  The  constant  bombing,  strafing  already  being 
[done  has  caused  many  fires  that  escaped  the  range  boundaries,  and  a  great  deal  of  public  fond*  have 

SF*4  [been  needed  to  suppress  them.  Adding  acreage  simply  excaberates  this  position. 

(3)  As  a  someday  pilot  1  resent  very  much  closing  more  aair  space.  For  a  small  aircraft  operator 
to  fly  frofn  Boise  to  Las  Vegas  it  will  be  more  prudent  to  follow  1-80  to  1-1 S  and  gollow  the 
freeway  The  direct  route  over  Ely  and  Wilson  pass  is  almost  always  closed  by  military  training 
activities.  Whpn  one  considers  that  USAF  already  has  all  ofOwhee  County  and  the  eastern  half  of 
Nevada  under  Air  Force  Air  space  witbdriwls,  one  has  to  begin  to  wonder  when  enough  is  enough. 
1  am  not  sure  this  restriction  still  applies,  but  to  fly  to  Burley  requires  one  to  fly  nearly  to  the  Camas 
-Prairie  because  one  needs  13000  feet  of  altitude  to  fly  over  Mountain  Home  AFB  space. 

PS)  1  do  not  believe  in  a  system  where  300  of  some  500  citations  are  not  available  for  public 
PR‘*  °  lscrutiny  Nor  di  fed  comfortable  with  several  of  the  assumptions  that  state  “noise  will  not  disturb 
fnestin  foul,  imerfer  with  migration  routes,  will  not  effect  the  big  horn  sheep  etc.  In  my  view  this 
1 5  DEIS  is  sorely  lackiSng  the  convincing  date  needed  to  lock  up  more  public  land  for  a  single  use. 
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usaf/blm 

P.0.  Box  329 

Boise,  ID  83701-0329 


GE-1  Sirs: 


The  proposed  enhsnced  USAF  training  range  over  the  Owyhee  Csnyonlsnds  In 
Idaho  Is  not  only  not  necessary  for  the  adequate  training  of  American 
forces  (witness  Desert  Storm)  but  It  would  seriously  endanger  a  very 
delicate  eco-systeo  that  is  unique  in  this  country  and  not  replaceable, 
adversely  impact  the  survival  of  many  rare  and  endangered  fish  and  wild¬ 
life  species,  and  Ignore  the  rights  and  religious  concerns  of  a  Natlve- 
Anerlcan  tribe.  These  real  problems  make  this  a  particularly  unsuitable 
area  for  another  training  range,  if  one  were  necessary.  In  our  opinion 
the  Air  Force  ehpuld  look  elsewhere  for  new  training  range  space  or, 
better  still,  give  up  the  idea  of  using  larger  and  larger  pieces  of 
America  for  their  military  games. 


000795 


William  Shankweller  k 

jlfQsyxC*^ 

JCaney  Shankweller 

S59  Sierra  Drive 
Boise,  ID  83705 


July  9,  1997 


USAF/BLH 

P.O.  BOX  329 

Boise  X0  83701-0329 

Subject:  Idaho  Bombing  Range  Expansion 


John  Cayvood 
8864  Kiowa  Drive 
Boise  10  83709 


GE-1  Dear  BLH: 


I  am  very  opposed  to  expansion  of  ths  Idaho  Bombing  Range. 
Contrary  to  beliefs  held  by  Air  Force  planners  living  near  the 
Potomac  River,  the  highest  use  of  Idaho's  wild  lands  is  not  a 
military  gunnery  range.  My  family  and  I  regularly  visit  the 
Bruneau  and  Owyhee  River  Country.  My  wife  was  successful  in 
taking  a  California  bighorn  sheep  before  increased  military 
overflights  caused  that  population  to  crash.  Wm  endure  our  fair 
share  of  commercial  and  military  jet  noise  at  our  home  in 
southwest  Boise,  we  go  to  the  Bruneau  and  Owyhee  canyonlands  to 
hunt,  fish,  experience  wildness  and  take  temporary  respite  from 
the  hustle  and  bustle  endured  by  those  living  Idaho's  largest 
city. 

I've  read  your  EIS  and  believe  impacts  of  your  proposed  gunnery 
range  are  understated.  I  fully  believe  my  friend's  account: 

Saturday,  June  28.  1997:  21  sportsmen,  Wild  Sheep  Foundation  officers  and 
Idaho  Fish  4  Game  personnel  were  conducting  a  'on  the  ground",  Bighorn 
Sheep  count  on  the  Owyhee  river  west  of  the  Duck  Valley  Indian  Reservation. 

Wa  had  just  finished  logging  4  ewes  and  4  lambs  as  they  ...  bedded  down.  It 
was  almost  12:00  noon. ...  We  turned  and  there  about  a  mile  out  was  this  Big 
Black  Bomber  coming  right  at  us.  700  to  800  feet  above  the  canyon  rim.  It  was 
completely  silent  until  it  got  quite  close  and  then  the  deafening  roar  and  the 
shock  waves  from  the  aircraft  engulfed  us.  You  could  actually  feel  the  air 
around  you  being  pulsated  and  compressed  as  the  Bomber  swept  over  us 
When  we  could  finally  speak  again,  [one  of)  us  stated,  *Of  course  you  realize 
that  wasn't  a  Bomber?  It  was  probably  just  a  big  mosquito.  The  Air  Force  has 
assured  us.  repeatedly,  that  they  never  fly  tow  level  over  the  Canyon  Lands  on 
the  week  ends." 


As  we  looked  back  to  where  the  sheep  had  been,  we  could  not  immediately  find 
them.  When  we  finally  located  them  again,  some  1/2  mile  away,  they  were  back 
on  top  rapidly  going  away  from  us.  Two  of  the  lambs  in  that  group  were  very 
small.  (18  inches)  One  of  the  ewes  was  noticeably  limping. 

Additional  noise  pollution  will  fully  negate  the  wilderness 
experience  to  be  had  in  the  Forest  Service's  Jarbidge 
wilderness,  which  has  been  impacted  by  military  aircraft  for 
decades.  Expanded  miltary  overflights  on  the  East  Fork  Owyhee 
River  caused  the  precipitous  decline  of  that  California  bighorn 
sheep  population.  Range  expansion  threatens  the  nascent  sheep 
population  on  the  upper  Bruneau  River. 

Given  the  current  federal  budget  crisis,  it  seems  silly  to  spend 
federal  monies  on  this  range  expansion,  which  will  cost  money 
rather  than  save  it.  After  S5C  million  is  spent  to  build  it, 
minimal  Mountain  Home  AFB  operational  savings  will  be  more  than 
offset  by  aircraft  flying  from  out  of  state  bases  to  make  shared 
use  of  the  range. 

Training  Range  expansion  is  a  bad  bureaucratic  idea.  Please 
save  my  federal  money  and  do  something  positive  for  Idaho  — 
leave  our  Idaho  wild  lands  alone. 


John  Cayvood 
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Jure,  1997 

United  States  Air  Force /Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O  Box  329 

Boise.  ID  83701-0329 


0u07C’3 


GE-3  To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  1  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Came  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Ow7hee  County.  Idaho  This  program  has  provided 
transolant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

A'so  I  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Came  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  366’*  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  A.r  Base  currently  trains 


Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 
Sincerely, 

Signature  Required 


e _ LI)  /1>a*u£- 


Name  _ -  y 

Address  — 

City 


D  t  SLAfr-f\^r 


JL _ *P . 
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Chi  Melville 
Route  l  Box  3736 
Alta,  WY  83422 


United  States  Air  Force  /  Bureau  of  Land  Management 

PO  Box  329 

Boise,  ID  83701-0329 


G  E- 1  Dear  Sir  /  Madame: 


I  am  writing  to  oppose  the  Air  Force's  proposed  bombing  range  in  the  Owyhee  Desert. 

I  have  spent  numerous  days  in  the  area  over  the  past  25  yean  and  am  disturbed  at  the  present 
level  of  noise  from  jet  traffic.  Any  increase  in  the  noise  pollution  would  be  totally  unacceptable. 
The  Air  Force  has  also  underestimated  the  effects  of  the  extremely  loud  and  unpredictable  noise 
on  people  and  animals  in  the  area. 

This  region  is  one  of  the  extraordinary  areas  in  the  west  and  should  be  protected  through 
Wilderness  designation  in  the  uplands  and  Wild  k  Scenic  River  status  in  the  Owyhee.  Bruneau 
*  Jaibidge  river  eorridors,  rather  than  being  used  as  an  Air  Force  training  range. 

The  Air  Force  his  spent  millions  ofdollara  in  the  past  with  their  training  range  proposals  and  has 
obviously  not  gotten  the  message  that  the  people  of  Idaho  and  the  region  do  not  want  a  bombing 
range  in  this  area  (other  than  the  residents  of  Mountain  Home  who  stand  to  personally  benefit 
economically).  When  will  you  quit  wasting  our  money  and  your  time  with  these  proposals? 

Sincerely, 


Uni‘«J  States  Air  Force/Burcau  of  Land  Management 

PO  Bex  329 

Bo  ise,  10  83701-0329 


00G3G1 


GJT.3  To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  1  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Came  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  fdaho.  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also,  I  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Came  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  366*  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely. 

Signature  Reqnirtd 


Corr.rr.tms  Aj  /V./Vjfc. 
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000803 


Ms.  Brenda  Cook 
U.S.  Air  Force  /B.L.M. 
P.O.  Box  329 
Boise,  ID  83701-0329 


GE-1  D«r  Ms.  Cook: 


I  am  writing  in  support  of  additional  training  areas  for  the  Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base  and  the 
Idaho  Air  National  Guard.  The  air  base  has  many  positive  characteristics  including  location,  flying 
weather,  and  new  facilities.  Overall,  the  area  is  needed  in  order  to  provide  realistic  training 
opportunities  for  air  crews. 

As  a  member  of  the  business  community,  l  cast  my  personal  and  corporate  support  for  expansion  of 
the  training  Area. 


Cheryl  A.  l^rabee 

Senior  Vice  President 

Boise  Valley  Business  Banking  Center 


Ms.  Brenda  Cook 
U.S.  Air  Force /B.L.M. 
PO  Box  329 
Boise,  Id  83701-0329 


GE-1  Dear  Brenda: 


I  am  writing  this  letter  on  behalf  of  the  Boise  Area  Chamber  of  Commerce  in  favor  of 
expanding  the  Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Training  Range.  The  Mountain  Home  Air 
Force  Base  is  a  vital  part  of  the  Boise  area  economy,  and  we  need  to  position  the  base  so 
that  it  will  flourish  in  the  years  to  come.  An  expanded  range  would  make  the  base  an 
even  more  important  part  of  the  U.S.  Air  Force  training  program,  and  would  bolster  its 
chances  of  not  being  dosed  down  if  there  were  to  be  another  round  of  base  closures. 
Every  effort  must  be  made  to  ensure  that  the  base  remains  open,  and  a  viable  entity  in  the 
U.S.  Air  Forces  training  program. 


Sincerely^, 
John  Ashford 


R.C.  Bigelow,  Inc. 
Boise  Idaho 
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Ms  Brenda  Cook 
U  S.  AlrForce/BLM 
P.0  Box  329 
Boise,©  83701-0329 


Re:  Support  for  Additional  Training  An 
GE-1  Dear  Ms  Cook: 


I  support  the  position  taken  by  the  Boise  Area  Chamber  of  Commerce  in  Sts  policy  statement 
dated  March  14.  1996.  supporting  enhanced  air-to-ground  training  areas  in  Southwest  Idaho 

Based  on  the  information  I  have  received  and  reviewed,  the  additional  area  is  needed  for  the 
Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base  to  be  able  to  provide  a  total  package  of  training  activities  to  the 
Department  of  Defense  The  existing  range  has  many  limitations,  which  would  be  alleviated  by 
the  additional  proposed  area  Having  personally  visited  the  Saylor  Creek  Training  Range.  I  have 
personally  concluded  that  the  impact  to  the  environment  is  minima!,  and  any  impact  is  certainly 
overshadowed  by  the  need  for  the  expanded  training  range 

Very  truly  yours. 
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U.  S.  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 
P.0.  Box  329 
Boise,  ID  83701-0329 

Re:  Bombing  Range 


GE-1  Dear  Sirs; 


Thank  you  for  allowing  Joe  Public  to  participate  in  this  process.  Not  so  many  years  ago 
these  decisions  were  made  by  politicians  and  people  affected  never  got  a  chance  to  have 
input. 

1  have  been  very  fortunate  to  have  spent  time  in  the  Bruneau  River  Canyon.  It  is  one  of 
the  most  rugged  and  beautiful  places  I  have  ever  been.  The  remoteness  and  beauty  are 
one  of  the  attracting  features  of  this  place.  This  is  not  a  place  for  Air  Force  bombing 
practice!  U  is  a  place  for  people  to  escape  from  the  hectic  real  world.  It  is  a  place  for 
nature  to  support  and  nurture  the  wildlife  that  abound  there.  I  shared  my  breakfast  will  a 
couple  of  military  jets  one  morning  and  it  is  not  the  type  of  event  that  should  happen  in 
this  natural  environment 

I  was  not  able  to  attend  the  public  hearings.  I  am  certain  that  an  EIS  was  required  for  this 
proposal.  I  am  also  quite  certain  that  it  favors  the  Air  Force.  EIS’s  generally  favor  those 
who  pay  for  them.  Maybe  not  in  obvious  ways.  The  experts  in  these  fields  know  how  to 
play  with  the  data.  It  is  quite  easy  to  show  (the  often  times)  ignorant  public  a  final 
document  that  can  justify  the  stance  of  the  deep  pocket  proposer.  I  am  not  crying  lies  and 
dishonesty!  I  just  know  how  the  game  is  played. 

Do  not  allow  this  proposed  bombing  range! 


Randy  Dinger  ^ 

721  Chase  Common  Drive 
Norcross,  GA  30071 
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O. S.A.r.  /  B.L.M. 

P. 0.  Box  329 

Boise,  Idaho  B3701-0329 


GE-2  Dear  Sira: 


While  I  appreciate  the  complexity  of  thie  situation,  and  the 
difficulty  facing  all  interested  parties,  I  feel  strongly  that  many 
basic  faults  lie  in  the  current  status  of  this  issue  now  under 
consideration. 

El  am  familiar  with  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS) , 
and  find  it  to  be  inadequately  representative  of  the  needs,  indeed 
the  rights,  of  the  lives  and  habitat  affected  in  the  Owyhee 
Canyonlands  area. 

The  wildlife  living  there  will  be  seriously  and  irrepairably 

[impacted  by  the  airspace  expansion  over  Little  Jacks  Creek,  and  the 
disrespect  demonstrated  in  this  action  with  regard  (or  more 
accurately  lack  of  regard)  to  the  native  Shoshone-Paiute  Tribe's 
sacred  ground  is  disgraceful. 

What  this  proposal  will  take  away  from  Idaho,  it's  citizens,  it's 
wildlife  and  it's  first  residents  is  irreplaceable.  Once  it  is 
lost  it  can  never  again  return. 

Please  look  beyond  the  present  to  the  legacy  which  would  be  lost  to 
your  children,  and  your  grandchildren.  We  will  all  suffer 
irreversible  loss  end  find  no  truly  rationalizable  gain  in  the 
process. 


Carol  M.  Linderborn 

yy3s-  foAc<ATt. 
®5<fe(IMW  737/3 


GE*2  GREETINGS  USAF: 

1  am  WRITING  you  TOOAY  to  express  my  concern  TOWARDS  issues  that  are 
Of  UTMOST  IMPORTANCE.  THE  OWYHEE  CANYONLANDS  ARE  DEAR  TO  MY  HEART 
AND  waL  BEING.  MYSELF  AN  HONORABLY  DISCHARGED  VETERAN  FIND  fT 
DIFFICULT  TO  BELIEVE  THEUSaF  NEEDS  MORE  LANDS  FOR  BATTLE  PREPAREDNESS. 

EACH  YEAR  I  SPEND  MANY  DAYS  AND  NIGHTS  BACKPACKING  AND  EXPLORING 
THE  IMMENSE  AND  FRAGILE  HIGH  DESERT.  MY  FAVORITE.  OF  MANY  PLACES  IS 
LIHLE  JACKS  CREEK  AND  BRUNEAU/JARBIDGE  CANYONS.  THIS  COUNTRY  IS  TOO 
FRAGILE  TO  ALLOW  ANY  INCREASE  IN  MIUTARY  ACTIVITY.  1  BELIEVE  IT  SHOULD  BE 
TOTALLY  REMOVED  FROM  CONSIDERATION  AS  A  TRAINING  RANGE.  MORE 
PROTECTION  SHOULD  BE  GIVEN  TO  THIS  ENTIRE  REGION  SO  WE  CAN  PASS  IT  DOWN 
IN  BETTER  CONDITION  TO  OUR  FUTURE  GENERATIONS. 

IN  MY  OPINION  THE  O0S  IS  DEFICIENT  AND  DOES  NOT  COMPLY  WITH  THE 
NATIONS  ENVIRONMENTAL  POLICIES.  TOO  MANY  SHORT  CUTS  ARE  BEING 
CARRIED  OUT  BY  THE  USaF  IN  ITS  PROCESS  TO  BULLY  THE  IDAHO  CITIZENS. 

THE  FOLLOWING  DISCREPANCIES  ARE  A  SHAMEFUL  REMINDER  OF  WHY  THE  USAF 
DOES  NOT  DESERVE  ANY  FURTHER  TRAINING  RANGES  IN  IDAHO. 

•  MUCH  OF  THE  STUDY  DATA  B  MISLEADING  AN0  DECEPTIVE.  I.6..  NOISE 
ANALYSIS  OF  BIGHORN  SHEEP  IMPACTS.  POLLUTION  OF  WATERSHEDS. 

: AIRSPACE  EXPANSION  BOUNDARIES  ARE  UNCLEAR  AND  SAGE  GROUSE 
HABITAT  EFFECTS  ARE  INADEQUATELY  PORTRAIT. 

•  FALSE  REFERENCES  IN  THE  DEB  THAT  DO  NOT  APPLY  TO  IDAHO’S  CANYONS. 
CU-15  IZVERY  POORLY  CONSIDERED  THE  CONCERNS  OF  SHOSHONE  TRIBAL  ISSUES. 

[“•UNPUBLISHED  STUDIES  CONDUCTED  THAT  INDICATE  THE  SEVERE  NEGATIVE 
BI-30  I  EFFECTS  OF  JET  NOISE  ON  BIGHORN  SHEEP. 

*“  ALL  of  THIS  ASIDE.  I  DO  NOT  WANT  MY  PUBLIC  LANDS  TO  BECOME  NOlSEY, 
POLLUTED.  DANGEROUS  WILDLANDS  WHERE  WILDLIFE  AND  MYSELF  FIND  NO 
PEACE  AND  APPRECIATION  OF  THE  HIGH  DESERT  FLOWERS  AND  SCENERY.  THE 
BEAUTIFUL  O  WHY  EC  CANYONLANDS  ARE  A  RESOURCE  IN  AND  OF  ITSELF.  THAT  IS 
TTS  GREATEST  ECONOMY  FOR  FUTURE  GENERATIONS.  »  HOPE  THE  USAF  IS  NOT  SO 
INFLUENCED  THAT  YOU  CAN  ALLOW  THE  BOMBING  OF  THIS  WILDER  NESS. 

I  VIEW  YOUR  ORGANIZATIONS  HARD  WORK  POSITIVELY  AND  LOOK  FORWARO 
TO  SEENG  THIS  PROJECT  ELIMINATED.  THANK  YOU  FOR  YOUR  TIME  AND  INTEREST 
IN  MY  OPINION. 

SINCERELY.  RICHARD  A  RUSNAK  JR. 

U18  EMERALD  DR. 
NAMPA  ID  M&8i 
|206|  446*254 1 


188 


Written  Comments 


LA  n,  iw 

'  X)003iG 

!  ^6  fiOMBI  NG  &AV6E\ 

fa  aJlutAajU  y  *£ 

oiij£k*r^,  td/ Mfjt~ ' 
icl/  Urts+^fc  y^«-  b  a*££' Jo  A^m_ 

SUL y  41*  unlS.  %Ju  utfjL^  «  fa 

A^*  L~-4ls  CU^L^.  Xt  du^n^r  +U^. 

**fM+  4—  GUyL,  <Z+t«Xj, 

0*4  l&j  pMfts  a-*d  9VaX«l  cU+c<£ 

SUAX**  u.-+*jy  4j  a JbcxttAs* 

we  CARru^*.  au^u  (U^rju^t,' 
*~*  00  NiT  W*T USAF  A^Ui-y 

t"  *>*  U.  5*. 

7u*fi*-.  *CUM  ?j4r/ 


Oovj  o>-v»7 


{our.  Star 


★★★★ 


4774  W.  Suit  St.  •  Bo.»«,  W*V,  83703  ♦  12031  3 


Ms.  Brenda  Cook  7/18/97 

U.S.  Air  Force/B.L.M. 

P.O.Box  329 
Boise,  ID  83701-0329 

Dear  Ms.  Cook 

This  letter  is  to  document  my  support  of  the  proposed  expansion  of  the  U.S. 
Air  Force  training  range.  Not  only  is  it  good  for  the  local  economy,  but  more 
importantly  its  absolutely  crucial  for  the  National  defense  and  the  safety  of 
our  airmen  in  uniform. 

I  happen  to  be  a  retired  U.S.  Air  Force  Chief  Master  Sergeant.  Over  22  years 
of  active-duty  service  I  saw  several  cycles  where  our  defense  budget  was  cut 
drastically;  thereby  causing  problems  with  well-trained,  qualified,  personnel. 

1  also  happen  to  be  a  veteran  of  the  Vietnam  War,  which  educated  me  at  a 
very  young  age  how  important  training  is  in  that  enviomment.  If  you  or  your 
coworkers  didn’t  have  die  proper  equipment  or  training,  your  life  was  on  the 
line. 

Likewise,  in  the  business  community,  training  will  cost  you  one  way  or  the 
other.  Well  trained  people  cost  money,  however,  they  pay  us  back  tenfold  in 
proficiency  and  productivity.  Conversely,  if  we  have  a  poorly  trained 
employee,  it  costs  us  dearly  through  mistakes,  inefficiency,  and  even 
safety/accidem  problems. 

There’s  no  doubt  the  U.S.  Air  Force  needs  expanded  training  areas.  Have 
you  looked  at  the  price  tag  on  a  new  F-16  lately?  I’m  quite  sure  there’s  been 
a  few  that  have  crashed  due  to  lack  of  training  in  a  realistic  environment. 
Don’t  trust  me  on  that,  go  ahead  and  ask  the  U.S.  Air  Force  Inspection  and 
Safety  Center.  They  can  provide  reports  on  causes  for  major  aircraft 
accidents,  where  loss  of  aircraft  and  aircrewmen  are  concerned. 


000327 


If  the  United  States  is  going  to  continue  a  leadership  role  in  the  Defense 
arena,  we  owe  it  to  our  men  and  women  in  uniform  the  best  possible  training 
opportunities  and  equipment.  While  in  Vietnam  I  saw  many  helicopters  and 
cargo  aircraft  carrying  our  men  out  in  body  bags.  That  will  forever  be 
ingrained  upon  my  mind.  I  pray  to  God  we  never  make  a  mistake  like  that 
again.  However,  I  have  enough  wisdom  to  know  that  history  has  a  tendency 
to  repeat  itself.  The  Commander  of  the  366th  Wing  a  Ml.  Home  is  aware  of 
that  also,  and  has  worked  tirelessly  to  educate  the  public  on  the  need  for  the 
range  expansion.  We  support  him  in  his  efforts  for  a  viable,  well  trained 
force  to  apply  airpower  around  the  globe.  W’e’ve  studied  the  proposal  to 
death.  It’s  now  time  for  action. 


BRUCE  A.  KROSCH 
Operations  Manager 

Chief  Master  Sergeant,  USAF  (Retired) 


cc:  RoyEiguren 

Vice  Chmn  of  Government  Affairs 
BACoC 


Paul  Poorman  QQQor  o 
5230  N.  Black  Cat  Rd. 

Meridian,  ID  83642 
July  17,  1997 


U  S.  Air  Force/BLM 
P  0  Box  329 
Boise,  ID8370 1-0329 

The  tatest  bombing  range  proposal  Environmental  Impact  Statement  reflects  years  of  work 
and  millions  of  dollars  in  expense,  yet  corrects  few,  if  any,  of  the  problems  of  previous 


The  fundamental  deficiency  is  still  present;  mainly  that  the  justification  for  the  range  hinges 
on  special  training  needs  for  the  composite  wing.  If  the  composite  wing  waj  not  based  in 
Idaho,  then  there  would  be  no  need  for  the  new  range.  Since  the  two  activities  are  linked, 
then  the  environmental  impact  statement  must  show  the  cumulative  impacts  for  both 
activities 

Instead,  the  Air  Force  has  conveniently  chosen  to  use  the  last  few  yean  as  a  baseline  for 
environmental  impact,  artificially  diminishing  the  additional  impact  of  the  new  activities. 

In  fact,  the  increased  presence  of  military  aircraft  has  already  degraded  the  solitude  and 
wildlife  habitat  of  the  Owyhees  and  military  use  needs  to  decrease,  not  increase. 

Now  let  us  discuss  noise  The  EJS  averages  the  noise  that  the  jets  produce  over  a  24  hour 
period  and  uses  that  method  to  claim  that  a  jet  is  quieter  than  an  indoor  room.  What  an 
“Sb surd  conclusion!  The  potential  for  disruption  of  recreationists  and  wildlife  is  grossly 
underestimated  with  this  method,  and  the  true  environmental  effects  are  masked  The  Air 
Force  should  report  the  expected  number  of  sonic  booms  and  the  maximum  daily  sound 
Jevels. 

The  existing  noise  level  from  military  aircraft  in  the  Owyhee  Canyonlands  i*  already 
excessiv  e  even  without  the  new  bombing  range  expansion  In  numerous  hiking,  boating, 
and  biking  trips  that  I  have  taken  over  the  last  few  years,  the  silence  has  been  interrupted 
by  aimless  military  jets  going  around  in  circles.  The  disruptions  have  lasted  anywhere 
from  an  hour  to  all  day.  Pve  even  seen  B-52‘s  flying  below  me  from  the  top  of  Three 
Fingers  Rock,  in  Eastern  Oregon.  From  a  noise  standpoint,  there’s  no  room  for  more 
military  sorties. 

Use  of  1992-1996  baseline  for  aircraft  noise  conveniently  ignores  the  drastic  increase  in 
aircraft  noise  after  the  composite  wing  beddown.  Comparing  the  new  noise  levels  with 
pre-1992  levels  would  show  how  much  true  impact  the  military  overflights  are  having. 
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bing  Range  Written  Comment!  July 17, 1997 


The  noise  annoyance  studies  used  by  the  Air  Force  to  estimate  the  effect  of  military 
"“aircraft  on  people  are  completely  irrelevant.  The  El S  should  use  studies  of  the  effects  of 
aircraft  overflights  on  people  in  a  wilderness  setting,  since  that  is  what  they  doing  If 
complete  studies  on  that  type  of  noise  are  not  available,  then  only  the  portions  of  the 
available  studies  that  use  aircraft  noise  over  wilderness  areas  should  be  used  In  addition, 
""the  EIS  should  include  effects  of  loud  aircraft  on  the  sensitive  hearing  and  survival  of 
bighorn  sheep  and  other  wildlife. 

Using  the  Brunetu-Jarbidge  area  for  the  target  area  is  a  mistake.  This  area  is  used  by 
hundreds  of  boaters  and  hikers  every  year.  The  deep  canyons  and  scenic  highlands  of  this 
area  create  a  quality  recreation  experience  and  significant  wildlife  habitat.  The  EIS  should 
"1 include  some  real  alternatives  instead  of  minor  variations  on  the  same  theme  For 
example,  one  alternative  might  be  to  exapnd  the  existing  Saylor  Creek  range  toward 
_Glenn's  Ferry  and  move  the  heavy  air  traffic  out  of  the  Owyhee  Canyoriands 

Lastly,  I  have  a  hard  time  trusting  the  justification  for  the  range  An  Inspector-General 
Audit  report  states  that  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  training  facilities  are  adequate  The 
same  report  concluded  that  the  Air  Force  was  overestimating  the  inconvenience  of  using 
remote  ranges.  Just  the  name  of  the  latest  proposal  “Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho"  implies 
that  this  bombing  range  is  a  luxury,  not  a  necessity 

In  summary,  the  Air  Force  should  provide  a  real  justification  for  this  new  bombing  range 
The  EIS  should  compare  real  alternatives.  Noise  and  environmental  impact  assessments 
should  use  a  pro- 1992  baseline.  And  lastly,  the  Air  Force  should  stop  lying  with  statistics 
to  try  to  say  that  the  afterburners  from  a  military  jet  and  the  resultant  sonic  booms  are 
quieter  than  an  air  conditioner. 


/)  A  /) 


July  16,  1997 


u.s.  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  BOX  329 

Boise,  10  93701-0329 


GE-1  Dear  Sir/Madaot 

I  an  writing  this  letter  to  urge  you  not  to  go  ahead  with  your 
plan  to  run  down  pregnant  ewes  by  helicopter  to  put  collar*  on 
them.  I  also  urge  you  not  to  use  their  habitat  for  practice 
bombing.  Their  numbers  are  already  depleted  by  half  as  shown  by 
a  recent  census. 


Sincerely, 

''llfa*  iaJi2c' 

Hr.  andJlrs.  Perry  Hawley-)  .  I 


Hr.  and 'Hr*.  Perry  Hawl 

14066  Crest  Hay 

Oel  Har,  CA  92014-3010 


cc:  Larry  Cnig 

Dirk  Kempthorne 


000330 


000330 


1079  N.  Toney  Pines 
Eagle.  ID  83616 


US  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 
POB  329 

Boise,  ID  83701-0329 


The  following  are  my  comment!  on  why  I  support  the  No  Action  Alternative  of  the  Enhanced  Training 

in  Idaho  (ET1)  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS). 

1)  The  DEIS  fails  to  provide  a  broad  range  of  alternative!  u  required  by  the  National  Environmental 
Policy  Act  (NEPA).  For  example  the  DEIS  fails  to  properly  review  and  evaluate  the  idea  of  using 
existing  ranges  in  nearby  treat  (Utah  Test  and  Training  Range). 

2)  The  DEIS  fails  to  comply  with  NEPA  by  not  providing  important  pertinent  information  required 
for  the  interested  public  to  properly  evaluate  the  varied  impacts  of  the  alternatives.  For  example 
the  document  states  that  certain  biological  studies  will  not  be  complete  until  late  1997  and  are  not 
included. 

3)  Page  ES-3  states  one  of  the  objectives  of  the  ET1  is  to:  “support  the  unique  missions  of  the  Air 
Force's  only  rapid-response  Air  Expeditionary  Wing."  The  DEIS  fails  to  discuss  exactly  what  this 
Expeditionary  Wing  means.  Other  Air  Force  publications  paint  a  different  picture  of  the 
characteristics  of  this  Wing.  The  FituI  EIS  (FEIS)  m  ust  fully  discuss  this  Wing  and  its  impacts 
upon  the  proposed  alternatives.  U  this  Wing  includes  other  branches  of  the  US  military,  or  the 
military  of  other  nations,  the  FEIS  must  discuss  how  proposed  stipulations  wit!  be  applied  to  these 

__  other  branches  of  the  miliu.-y. 


LU-6 

DP-7 

T) 

PR-16 

~) 

PN-1 


The  area  proposed  by  several  of  the  alternatives  has  been  considered  by  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  (BLM)  for  other  important  purposes  High  level  officials  of  the  BLM  have  reviewed 
and  considered  proposals  for  designated  affected  lands  as  part  of  an  Owyhee  National  Conservation 
Area  (NCA).  The  DEIS  fails  to  discuu  this  option  and  how  the  proposed  Air  Force  plans  would 
affect  the  NCA  and  its  resources, 

Cumulative  impacts  of  B-l  bombers  should  be  included  as  pan  of  the  analysis  of  the  DEIS. 

It  is  ny  understanding  the  Air  Foree  has  an  extremely  short  period  of  time  between  the  DEIS  and 
the  FEIS.  How  can  the  Air  Force  adequately  consider  the  substantial  volume  and  content  of 
comments  expected  on  this  important  issue,  and  then  effectively  incorporate  public  inputs  into  the 
FEIS? 

The  Air  Foree  has  still  failed  to  provide  adequate  justification  for  this  latest  round  of  proposals. 
Over  the  last  nine  years  or  so,  the  Air  Force  has  publicly  stated  the  range  expansion  was  needed 
and  then  not  needed  whenever  it  was  convenient.  This  lack  of  adequate  justification  reinforces  the 
idea  the  Air  Force  considers  this  a  nicety  but  that  it  really  is  not  needed. 


8)  The  Atr  Force  suggests  that  only  -12,000  acres  of  land  is  being  affected  by  the  proposal.  However 
millions  of  acres  of  southwwi  Idaho  will  be  affected  by  sonic  booms,  low  aerial  combat,  chaff 
debris,  hot  Hares,  etc  This  land  includes:  lards  of  the  Shoshone -Paiute  Tribes,  Wild  A  Scenic 
candidate  rivers,  California  Bighorn  Desert  Sheep,  Sage  Grouse,  Golden  Eagle.  Peregrine  Falcons. 
Pronghorn  Antelope,  and  many  other  species  of  wildlife.  The  Air  Force  activities  will  also  require 
ground  support  for  emitter  sites,  which  may  impact  archeological  resources. 

__  1  a.  IT)  The  Air  Foree  may  claim  to  follow  roles  setup  in  the  DEIS,  but  this  claim  can  not  be  guarded  if 
PR- 1 5  r  ^  rogc  transferred  to  other  areas  or  the  military  (National  Guard,  etc ).  The  Air  Forcer  i  local 
record  of  compliance  with  rules  and  coordination  with  other  Federal  lgenciei  ii  lacking  For 
example,  the  Air  Force  violitcd  numerous  Federal  law*  in  its  expansion  of  the  Grasmere  litc  by 
snaking  changes  without  properly  including  the  BLM  and  therefore  avoiding  appropriate  public 
review  and  input.  The  public  should  be  dubious  of  the  Air  Force's  promises  to  meet  »ts  furore 
stated  environmental  obligations 

[fi»  The  assumptions  used  for  acoustic  impacts  are  absolutely  ridiculous.  Averaging  noise  over  foil 
days  is  ridiculous!  I  am  sure  if  one  averaged  the  sound  impact  of  a  firecracker  going  off  near 
aomeone's  ear  over  an  entire  day  that  it  would  do  absolutely  no  damage.  However,  any  fool  knows 
that  really  having  a  firecracker  go  off  in  this  manner  can  cause  not  only  pain  but  also  permanent 
physical  damage 

N  O  - 1 2  1 1 )  The  same  concerns  apply  to  the  averaging  of  sonic  booms. 

T2)  The  DEIS  fsilj  to  adequately  consider  the  importance  of  certain  wildlife  species.  The  DEIS 

os  to  wrongly  concludes  that  he  population  ofSage  Grouse  on  Clover  Butte  is  insignificant  and 

D 1 00  somehow  are  not  worth  consider  or  it  least  providing  mitigation  on.  The  DEIS  also  fails  to  provide 

“  any  mitigations  for  California  Bighorn  Desert  Bighorn  Sheep  Thu  is  tragic  since  this  important 
DP-42  population  has  dropped  significantly  in  recent  years. 

13)  The  expansion  of  the  Military  Operations  Area  over  the  Jacks  Creek  Wilderness  Study  Areas  in 
unacceptable.  Not  only  are  these  areas  my  favonte  wilderness  areas  within  Idaho,  they  are  in 
important  location  for  Bighorn  and  have  seen  little  military’  impacts  to  date. 

1 4)  It  is  unfortunate  the  Air  Foree  continues  to  fight  the  majority  of  the  public  in  its  effort  to  provide  an 
unwarranted  expansion  of  military  lands  at  great  expense.  These  efforts  have  cost  millions,  which 
could  easily  have  been  used  to  pay  for  slightly  longer  flights  to  the  Utah  Test  and  Training  Range. 
The  Air  Foree  has  not  only  wasted  money,  but  more  importantly  they  have  hurt  their  image  with 
the  public  by  making  lame  proposals  and  Tawed  analyses.  This  is  truly  unfortunate! 
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July  16,  1997 

USAF/BLM 

P.O.  Box  329 

Boise,  Idaho  83701*0329 

Dear  Sirs: 


USAF/BLM 
P  O  Box  329 
Boise  ID  8370*0329 

GE-1  WE*  Owyhee  CanyonLands 


I  will  no  longer  sit  at  home  and  assume  that  other  people  will  take  care  of  this  issue.  I  have  read 
your  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  and  find  it  totally  deficient  The  information 
regarding  pollution,  noise,  wildlife  studies,  and  recreational  use  are  deficient,  misleading  and 
deceptive.  In  addition,  your  total  disregard  for  the  concerns  of  the  Shoshone-Paiute  Tribe  sicken 
me  How  can  you  be  so  disrespectful?  These  people  have  so  little  now,  and  you  want  to  take 
away  more 


You  need  to  trash  your  entire  plan,  pack  your  suitcase,  and  go  away,  because  the  people  of  Idaho 
are  never  going  to  allow  you  to  implement  your  supersonic  battlefield. 


With  Total  Commitment, 


CN\jv_, 


Margie  Prater' 
Boise  Idaho 


I  am  writing  today  to  voice  my  opposition  to  the  proposed  Enhanced  Training 
Range  in  Idaho.  I  have  spent  much  time  in  the  proposed  areas  floating  the 
Bruheau  and  Owhyee  rivers  and  exploring  the  desert  on  single  lane  roads.  It 
is  a  beautiful  area  who’s  peace  and  tranquillity  will  be  destroyed  by  this 
range,  if  implemented. 


[First  and  foremost  of  my  arguments  against  the  range  is  that  there  is  not  a 
PN-14  demonstrated  need  for  the  range.  Even  the  Inspector  General  of  the 

[Department  of  Defense  concluded  in  a  1995  report  that  the  training  needs  of 
the  composite  wing  can  be  met  with  existing  ranges.  Further,  the  military 
requirements  of  the  United  States  has  diminished  over  the  past  couple  of 
years,  yet  the  USAF  has  not  revised  it’s  plan/needs  for  this  range. 


NO-2 

NO-4 


Secondly,  the  studies  used  for  EIS  and  determining  noise  effects  are  flawed 
and  perhaps  illegal  by  not  cumulating  the  effects  of  various  studies.  And  by 
using  20  year  old  studies  on  the  effects  of  noise  in  urban  environments,  and 
“’Ey  averaging  the  effects  of  sonic  booms  over  a  24  hour  period  rather  then 
individually. 


[Adequate  studies  on  the  effects  of  supersonic  warplanes  on  wildlife  have  not 
been  completed.  There  are  many  rare  and  unique  species  of  wildlife  in  the 
proposed  area.  A  flawed  EIS  could  have  detrimental  effects  that  would  last 
For  generations. 


Qje£uXod  Dr. 
Boise,  ID  t.i 70<{ 


The  Enhanced  Training  Range  is  not  needed  and  should  be  withdrawn. 
Sincerely, 

Vince  Thompson' 

2038  Concordia  Way 
Twin  Falls,  Idaho  83301 


00G3G3 


BRONCO  MOTORS,  INC. 


000304 


1750  University  Avenue, 
Palo  Alto 
CA  94301 

July  1 5th.  1997 


GE-1  Dear  Sir, 

1  write  to  express  my  opposition  to  the  proposal  to  establish  a  bombing  range  in  the 
Owyhee  Canyon! ands.  This  beautiful  high  desert  area  is  one  of  the  special  remote  and  peaceful 
areas  which  make  Idaho  an  increasingly  important  tourist  attraction.  As  we  despoil  our  National 
Parks  and  degrade  our  National  Forests  such  places  will  become  ever  more  important  to  those  who 
seek  peace  and  solitude  for  at  least  a  few  days  a  year. 

Neither  can  we  afford,  to  put  at  risk  one  of  our  few  remaining  herds  of  Bighorn  sheep 
The  Owyhee  herd  is  our  hope  for  re  stocking  other  areas.  The  idea  of  gathering  data  by  chasing 
down  pregnant  ewes  using  helicopters  is  completely  unacceptable.  The  proposal  to  detonate  bombs 
in  their  vicinity,  should  be  abandoned.  Thank  you  for  your  attention. 


July  17.  1997 


Mi.  Brenda  Cook 
U  S.  Air  Force/B.L.M. 
P.O.  Bo*  319 
Boiic,  ID  13701-0329 


GE-I  Dear  M*.  Cook: 

I  un  writing  you  thU  trier  became  !  am  concerned  about  the  propoted  Training  Area  in  Owyhee 
County.  I  »m  in  support  of  the  Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Bale  and  the  Idaho  National  Guard  and  the 
military  in  feneral.  Thii  training  ranje  would  benefit  the  community  and  the  whole  Idaho  economy. 
The  Air  Force  employ*  many  Idaho  residents  at  well  u  receive!  revenue  due  to  the  large  Air  Forte 
population  in  Idaho.  Therefor*  this  ranje  will  benefit  Idaho,  it  will  keep  revenue  and  employment  up 
u  well  ai  show  Idaho ‘i  lupport  for  the  military. 

Sincerely, 

Cram  Petersen  Sr. 

Founder 


Sincerely, 


mo  rniavtiv  ave.  .  soul,  idaho  •  ursi 
rnoNB  m-m.nte  •  r  ax  >si  iiMm 
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000335 


United  States  Air  Force/  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
P.O.  Box  329 
Boise,  ID  83701 


GE-1  Agencies  • 


As  a  native  of  Idaho  I  want  to  offer  my  full  support  in  opposition  to  the  Air  Force  plan  to  turn 
the  Owyhee  Canyonlands  into  a  training  range.  "Hie  enhanced  training  range  b  not  needed  and  b 
not  wanted  by  the  Native  Americans  of  Idaho,  nor  iu  other  citizens. 

As  Americans  continue  to  destroy  \ital,  irreplaceable  wildlife  habitat,  this  b  one  opportunity'  to 
preserve  a  small  piece  of  valuable  land.  Too  much  is  at  stake  to  allow  this  unnecessary  destruction 
of  our  resources. 

The  simple  answer  is  “no." 

Sincerely, 

hVA  (V 


Mary  Anne  Cox 
P.O.  Box  1395 
Meridian,  ID  83680 


000306J  A  !%  if? 7 

GE" 

■fU yams' - ^  <s~ 


000357 

OOC35y 

4830  Kiin  Drive 

Pocatello,  Idaho  83204 

July  17. 1997 

GE-1  Jc  l-'JMvv  Xfc  rnoy.  , 

U.S.  Air  Force/Burcau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  329 

Boise,  Idaho  83207-0329 

GE-1  RE:  Supersonic  Battlefield 

We  wish  to  register  strong  opposition  to  the  proposal  to  establish  a  supersonic 
battlefield  in  the  southwest  Idaho  desert.  The  Bnineau.  Jarbidge,  and  Owyhee 
canyonlands  are  extraordinary  and  unique.  Tire  Air  Force  proposal  will  have  a 
significant  negative  impact  on  the  environment  and  habitat  and  will  destroy  an  area 
of  the  country  that  should  be  preserved. 

jl'K/^d.-i.r^  rub.-*- u,  >■'-  StcUxhr. 

X'CtL  M  ^  CUifoir*c*  (Muji  ■A-'Xc-w 

,‘lAo^.  >v-  cj.  £ics> ~L 

.xtczk,  ^  t -u*<. 

^.d  j&Ci.  A  M<f  'tt+^cL  o ^  cc  AiU.  Jsx.  JU&ilL 

AfJLLJ-’l  jbr  C^ri-r  ^  -A'ul.  -tJ-C  Jvy*. 

^0*0  AottC  Ax.-c/^ic5v  -yL-.'-  ~fdU.  M  O+iyhii. 

rA-CWt^  OrJ  ^  'iAip  f*C.O.. 

Sincerely, 

^A/kc; 

Judy  Moyer 

Gene  D.  Raidin'  * 

|Si§  t  ‘br-.'lft-  S 

.^kH  &1 
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0003oS 


M*.  Brendi  Cook 
U.S.  Air  Fore«/B.LM. 
P.O.  Bo*  329 
BoiM.TD  837C 1-0329 


00G34CI 


Stephen  Horowitz 

Box  6320(mall  only) 

603  Wood  River  DrlvetUPS/Fedex) 
Ketchum,  Id  83340 


208/726-4308  FAX 


ttevehdsunvalley.net 


1  «n  writing  you  thi*  letter  beciu*/  I  un  concerned  »bout  the  propoted  Training  Are*  to  Owyhee 
County.  I  *m  in  fupport  of  the  Mounuin  Home  Air  Force  But  *nd  the  Idaho  National  Guard  and  the 
military  in  general.  Thi*  training  range  would  benefit  the  community  and  the  whole  Idaho  economy. 

.  The  Air  Force  employ*  many  Idaho  resident*  u  well  as  receive*  revenue  due  to  the  large  Air  Force 
population  in  Idaho.  Therefore  thi*  range  will  benefit  Idaho,  it  will  keep  revenue  and  employment  up 
a*  well  a*  *how  Idaho'*  lupport  for  the  military. 


BolJe,  Id  83701-0329 


GE-1  To  whom  It  may  concern: 


Grant  P«er*en  Jr. 
Fre*ident  &  CEO 


FHONl:  lOI-m  ilie  •  PAX:  10t  J27-i 


I  thought  we  settled  this  damn  Issue  a  few  years  back  with  the  ’Saylor 
creek*  bombing  range  proposal.  Don't  you  guys  ever  give  upl 
As  a  general  aviation  pitot  I  am  well  familiar  with  the  military  operations 
areas  throughout  the  west.  I  have  also  flown  over  and  seen  first  hand  the 
wasteland  your  bombing  ranges  turn  into. 

The  US  military  doesn't  need  any  more  damn  space  to  destroy.  If 
they've  got  to  close  Mtn  Home  Air  Base.  Ill  be  sorry  to  see  it  go.  but  It  will 
just  be  the  price  we  have  to  pay. 

The  Owyhee  desert  and  the  canyons  of  the  jarbidge  and  Bruneau  Rivers 
are  way  too  precious  to  sacrifice  for  a  bombing  range.  Get  real,  you’ll 
never  get  this  place.  Idahoans  won't  let  you. 

Go  f-k  someone  else,  yourselves  maybe. 


Mad  as  belli 

yS.lt  orowjfrz  ...  /  j 


000S42 


Maxine  Dakins 
645  E.  14th  Street 
Idaho  Falls,  ID  83404 


U.S.  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 
P.O.  Box  329 
Boise,  ID  83701-0329 


GE-1  I  am  writing  to  express  my  concern  about  the  proposed  bombing  range  in  the 
Owyhee  canyonlands.  I  see  no  need  for  placing  a  range  of  this  type  in  an  area 
containing  some  of  the  few  remaining  desert  bighorn  sheep.  In  fact,  I  see  no  need 
for  expanding  military  facilities  at  the  same  time  the  defense  infrastructure  is 
being  downsized  due  to  budget  constraints.  Surely  existing  facilities  are  sufficient 
to  meet  the  needs  of  the  military  and  the  Owyhee  canyonlands  can  be  left  in  peace. 

I  hope  that  the  BLM  and  the  US  AF  will  register  my  objection  along  with  the 
objection  of  other  Idahoans  and  non-Idahoans  to  this  proposal  and  will  stop  plans 
to  create  this  bombing  range. 


Maxine  Dakins 


12U  VO  £i'v«r  (li- 

S^«rv,'i/t)  /v.}.  uru 

n  nsi 
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0GCJ344 


000345 


July  21,  1S97 

GE-1  To  whom  it  nay  concern:- 

Idaho  la  too  greet  to  bor.bl  The  nuclear  lab  near  Idaho 
Tails  is  a  big  enough  eaceer  in  eastern  Idaho.  We  do 
not  want  the  western  aide  degraded  and  humiliated  by 
noise  and  unneeded  hardware  screaming,  blowing  and 
digging  up  the  terrai*..  unnecessarily.  We  hare  a 
beautiful  atate  and  need  to  keep  it  as  is. 

What  la  It  that  you  don't  understand  about  KO  -  the 
N  or  the  0? 

f/ 

Pieha/d  i  Lujean  Graf 

850  w  537  S 

Eeyburn,  Idaho  83335 


t-yiy  is,  1996  000S4C 

GE-1  U.S.  Air  Fore.,  tolerant  Coemaoiler 

I  am  utterly  opposed  to  establishing  •  boshing 
rqcge  in  tbo  Owyhee  Canyonlands  area. 

I  can't  imagine  why  the  USAP  needs  «ore 
bombing  ranges  when,  it  appears,  you  have  far 
more  ranges  than  you  need,  cost  tf  not  all, 
long  established. 

Maybe  you  can  try  Baghdad f 

A’ opoiVon  St.  Cyr 
P.O.  Box  GG4  v 
Stratford.  Conn.  0640? 
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000S4S 


United  States  Airforce  & 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
PO  Box  329 
Boise  10  83701 


I  am  a  third  generation  Idahoan,  and  I  do  care  about  the  Owyhee 
Canyontands  -  and,  I  would  like  to  issue  a  heartfelt  appeal  in  opposition 
to  the  Air  Force  Plan  to  turn  the  Owyhee  Canyonlands  into  a  supersonic 
battlefield"! 

The  enhanced  training  range  proposed  by  the  US  Not  Needed 
and  it  i$  Not  Legal.  The  draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  is  a  joke, 
and  does  not  begin  to  comply  with  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act. 
-^p  Tor  example,  no  attempt  has  been  made  to  mitigate  the  damage  to  the 
L/r-4Z  jjjghom  sheep  population  and  other  wildlife.  The  airspace  expansion  over 
BI-19  Little  Jacks  Creek  will  obviously  severely  Impact  wildlife  in  the  area. 
RV-10  "What  about  the  publics  right  to  float,  fish  and  enjoy  the  8runeau  and 
CU-16  TarbkJge  Rivers?  What  about  the  rights  of  the  Shoshone/Paiute  Tribes  for 
access  to  their  sacred  sites?  What  entity  takes  responsibility  for  range 

f fires,  accidental  bombings  ~  all  the  potential  horrors  associated  with 
heavy  military  bombing  usage?  Will  the  responsible  party  be  the  USAF, 


I  the  BLM,  the  Idaho  Air  National  Guard,  the  Air  Combat  Command,  or  a 
[foreign  country's  military,  who  is  given  permission  to  bomb  the  hetl  out  of 
Idaho's  beautiful  Canyonlands.  The  potential  for  disaster  almost  sounds 
Gke  the  script  for  a  military  shoot-'m-up  movie. 

Please  remember  that  this  decision  directly  affects  our  children  and 
their  children's  usage  of  this  incredibly  beautiful  land.  Do  you  want  to  be 
Instrumental  In  destroying  this  land  or  saving  it? 

It  is  probably  time  to  dearly  define  and  justify  what  the  military 
means  when  something  is  done  for  our  'national  security.*  I  think 
American  citizens  are  more  concerned  about  the  destruction  of  our  public 
lands  and  environment  than  they  are  fearful  of  a  foreign  enemy. 


H4  dc  ^  'A  i  ^  (H: 
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It  is  time  to  listen  to  the  plea  of  the  individual  who  loves  the  land, 
rather  than  those  looking  for  financial  growth  In  Mountain  Home,  or  the 
maintenance  of  a  military  establishment  that  does  not  need  to  be  bigger  to 
be  better. 

Please,  please,  when  you  and  your  peers  are  involved  in  decision¬ 
making  of  this  magnitude,  ask  yourself,  is  this  truly  necessary?  And  who 
or  what  entities  he  beneficiaries  of  your  decision? 


Sincerely, 


Karin  Shillington  Davies 
(Mrs.  John  H.) 

Box  1 1 7.  Ketchum,  Idaho 
(formerly  from  Rupert,  Idaho  and 
a  member  of  the  over-fifty  crowd) 
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Ms.  Brenda  Cook 
US.  Air  Force  t  B.L.M. 

PO  Box  329 
Boise,  ID  83701-0329 

RE  Air  Force  Training  Area 


Q£.[  Dear  Ms  Cook: 


1  am  writing  to  express  my  strong  support  of  the  expanded  training  range  for  the  Air 
Force.  I  have  researched  this  issue  and  believe  that  the  Air  Force  has  done  its  homework 
very  well.  This  training  range  expansion  is  critical  to  the  training  of  our  armed  forces  and 
offers  the  most  strategic  and  least  obtrusive  proposal  available.  As  a  citizen  and  member 
of  the  business  community,  I  strongly  urge  that  this  proposal  be  adopted  and  implemented 
as  expeditiously  as  possible. 


David  W,  Turnbull 
President 


P.O.00*  Ytkhjjnrx,  IZ>  933«/0 


W.  Explorer  Drive,  Suite  220  •  Boise.  Idaho  83713 
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GE- 1  To  whom  It  may  concern; 

I  would  like  to  start  off  this  letter  by  saying  that !  do  not  know  all  the  details  of 
the  proposed  Air  Force  plan  in  the  Owyhee  Conyonlands  of  Idaho,  but  from  what 
information  I  do  have,  It  sounds  like  a  terrible  Idea .  From  reading  the  Wilderness 
Society's  newsUtter,  /  saw  that  the  U.S.  Air  Force  is  proposing  to  establish  a  bombing 
range  In  the  habitat  of  the  California  desert  bighorn  sheep  in  the  Conyonlands.  The 
plan  is  to  “ use  helicopters  to  chase  down  pregnant  ewes  and  put  radio  collars  on  them  ‘ 
in  order  to  track  their  heart  rates  and  measure  the  effects  that  military  intrusion  would 
have  on  these  sheep.  J  do  not  think  you  need  to  exert  any  rime  and  tax-payer’s  money 
to  figure  out  that  chasing  down  a  wild  animal  with  a  large,  loud,  whirling,  flying  craft 
would  cause  a  great  Increase  In  the  animals  heart-rate;  I  have  reason  to  believe  it 
would  cause  a  great  Increase  In  the  heart  rate  of  a  human  as  well,  even  one  who  wai 
aware  of  what  wci  happening  to  them.  Likewise,  I  believe  that  bombing  would  cause 
just  as  much,  If  not  more,  distress  to  a  wild  animal.  Woutdn you  be  a  bit  nervous  if 
large,  exploding  mlsstUs  were  dropping  out  of  the  sky  In  your  back  yard  ?  And  why 
target  pregnant  ewes?  Stress  can  cause  difficulties  to  both  a  pregnant  animal  and  the 
fetus;  why  would  you  purposely  Impose  a  dangerous  variable  on  a  species  that  Is  trying 
to  make  a  come-back  In  our  country?  With  the  cut-backs  In  military  budgets  leading  to 
closings  of  military  bases  nationwide,  aren’t  there  other  places  to  put  a  bombing  range 
besides  the  Conyonlands? 

As  I  stated  earlier,  I  do  not  know  all  the  details  of  this  proposed  plan,  and 
please  excuse  me  If  l  am  inaccurate  with  my  Information.  I  am  concerned  about  the 
future  of  this  country;  /  would  Uke  for  my  future  generations  to  enjoy  it's  beauty  as  / 
have.  I  am  not  opposed  to  military  training;  I  would  also  like  my  descendants  to  enjoy 
the  security  that  I  have  grown  up  with.  What  I  hope  for  is  a  balance  between  the  two;  I 
would  like  to  think  that  those  individuals  responsible  for  our  national  defense  and  safety 
would  also  be  responsible  to  the  environment  and  wildlife  in  It. 


Thank  you  for  your  time  - 


Printed  by  tTz 
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Wednesday,  July  9,  1997  10:27:11  PM 
Message 

From:  4  m]hlllCwiu.edulnternel 

Subject:  Forms. ecgi  Reply 
To:  i  Liz  Paul 


Form  Data  »• 

Name:  Matt  Hill 

Address:  54S  Kamiaken  St.  *4 

City:  Pullman 

State:  WA 

Zip:  99153 

Comments: 

GE-2  Dear  Sirs  and  Madams, 

Please  accept  these  comments  on  the  Enhanced  Training 
In  Idaho  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS) 

t  oppose  the  Air  Force  plans  to  create  a  supersonic 
battlefield  and  new  bombing  range  In  the  Owyhee  and 
Brunaau  Cartyontands.  All  of  the  proposed  alternatives 
win  be  too  loud  and  startling  to  people  and  animats 
on  the  ground  The  roar  of  a  jet  or  shock  of  a  sonic 
boom  Is  entirely  unexpected  in  a  place  as  wild  and 
remote  as  the  Bruneau  and  Owyhee  Rivers.  The  character 
of  the  area  will  be  destroyed. 

The  DEIS  grossly  underestimates  the  effects  of  the 
MH  X  extremely  loud  and  unpredictable  noise  on  people  and 
animals. 

The  Air  Force  has  never  demonstrated  a  need  for  the 
PN-1  jus*  battlefield.  It  ia  wrong  to  sacrifica  one  of 

North  America's  most  beautiful  and  enjoyabia  place's  In 
order  to  simply  enhance  training  capabilities. 

The  Bruneau.  Jarbidge  and  Owyhee  canyon  lands  are 
extraordinary  and  deserve  national  recognition  end 
protection,  not  military  invasion. 


-Monday.  July  i\.  1997  2: 19.25  PM 
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Heather  M.  Siczech 
106  C  Crescent  Court  Dr. 
Decatur,  GA  30030 
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July  19,  1997 


Theresa  Balcerak 
HC  33  Box  3277 
Boise,  ID  83706 

USAF/BLM 
PO  Box  329 
Boise,  ID  83701 


GE-1  Owyhee  Canyonlands  Comments 


To  Whom  It  May  Concern, 

The  Owyhee  Canyonlands  la  not  a  wasteland  to  be  made  Into  a  bombing 
range.  If  this  land  was  east  of  the  Mississippi,  it  would  be  a 
National  Park.  It  ia  of  unparalleled  beauty  and  is  hone  to  some  of 
the  West's  rarest  fish  and  wildlife  species.  As  a  desert  lover,  my 
family  and  I  have  camped  and  enjoyed  the  solitude  of  this  area  for 
years. 

I  have  lost  count  regarding  the  number  of  attempts  the  Air  Force 
has  made  to  increase  bombing  range  size.  I  say  NO  to  enlarging  the 
Air  Force  bombing  range  Into  this  area.  Don't  turn  this  gorgeous 
area  into  a  wasteland. 
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July  21,1997 

GE-2  Desr  U  S.  Air  Force, 

We  write  to  you  today  -In  favor  ot  the  rivers  -and  ask  you  not  to  exsrclss  the 
notion  of  a  Superaonle  Battlefield  In  Idaho.  With  the  Military  already  having 
"other  Western  proving  grounds  at  its  disposal,  the  question,  of  why  spending 
PN-9  our  taxpaying  dollars  on  thla,  comes  to  mind.  Please  be  clear  on  your  answer 
and  consider  all  of  the  valuable  programs  being  considered  In  the  budget 
these  days. 

Our  government  must  remember  the  privileges,  places  like  the  Jarbidge, 
Bruneau,  Owyhee.  Yellowstone,  Zion.  Glacier  and  other  scenic  areas,  provide 
lo  us.  They  are  valuable  to  human,  animal  and  fauna  with  their  numerous 
resources  of  natural  beauty,  remote  location  and  special  diversity. 

Having  ths  joy  of  spending  eight  days  on  tht  Owyhee  a  few  years  tgo,  wa 
wars  astonished.  Not  because  of  the  incredible  scenery  of  the  high  mountain 
desert,  nor  the  cenyon  walla,  but  because  ol  the  noise.  The  very  loud, 
frightening,  deafening  nolee  from  military  exercises  taking  place  overhead. 

One  could  not  help  but  to  atop  end  be  watchful  of  where  the  jet  would  appear. 

It  was  disrupting  to  our  senses  in  ail  ways  considering  the  remote  natural 
environment  we  had  choeen  to  go  to.  Why  negatively  impact  the  animals  and  all 
who  live  or  visit  hers  we  eeked  end  do  aek  you  now.  We  do  not  support  this 
plan. 

Please  disregard  thla  area  for  your  'routine*  military  exercises  Involving 
heavy  bombers  and  thousands  of  tighter  jerts  flying  over  It.  Instead,  plaasa 
recognize  these  canyonlanda  as  extraordinary  and  help  protect  them. 

B«th  4  Bill  (TUnnon 

p.0.8101 

Alta  Utah  84092 
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Morlan  W.  Nelson 
73  East  Way 
Boise,  Id.  83702-4416 
Jul.  22,  1997 

USAF/BLM 
Box  329 

Boise,  Id.  83701-0329 
GE-l  To  Whom  It  May  Concern: 

The  proposal  made  again  to  expand  the  Mt .  Home  Air  Base  lacks  all 
common  sense  in  the  unique  area  of  rivers,  cliffs,  and  wildlife. 

The  Nation  has  already  over-spent  tax  funds  fantastically  on 
Military  and  yet  are  closing  bases  in  Nevada  and  Utah  that  could 
handle  this  expansion. 

The  MILITARY  expenditures  in  every  Nation  worried  about  Russia,  etc. 
in  the  past  have  resulted  in  major  deficits  including  America. 

Such  spending  on  this  expansion  needs  to  be  stopped  now  for  the 
future  of  this  Nation. 

Forty  nine  years  of  my  life  has  been  spent  working  as  a  scientist 
in  that  area  and  it  is  unique  in  the  world  with  terrain,  eagles, 
falcons,  and  all  wildlife.  It  should  be  a  National  Park  with  no 
interference  from  the  air  or  on  the  ground. 

This  Nation  would  not  approve  of  that  expansion  if  they  saw  the 
terrain  on  TV  as  I  have  proposed  to  be  done.  Leading  personnel 
from  PBS  and  ABC  were  here  with  me  the  first  time  the  expansion 
was  proposed.  Wa  met  with  Cecil  Andrus,  then  Governor,  and  the 
Air  Force  locally. 

It  should  be  done  again  because  it  is  a  NATIONAL  LOSS  IF  THAT  AREA 
IS  NOT  SAVED  FOR  THE  FUTURE  OF  AMERICA. 

This  letter  is  not  from  a  person  who  does  not  know  Military.  My 
brother  was  a  fighter  pilot  killed  in  World  war  II.  My  part  was 
a  Capt.  in  the  10th.  Mt.  Division.  We  fought  the  Japanese  on 
Kisktand  the  Germans  in  the  Mountlns  of  Italy  up  to  Yugosolvia. 
Serlouly  wounded  in  action  and  carry  the  Silver  Star,  Bronze 
Star,  Purple  Heart,  and  manybattle  stars. 


Morlan  W.  Nelson 
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USAF/BI.M 

Post  Office  Bok  329 

Boise,  ID  83701-0329 


GE-1  Dear  Sir 


It  is  difficult  to  comprehend  the  motives  of  the  Air  Force  Command  structure.  Twice  previously 
citizens  of  Idiho  overwhelmingly  opposed  sacrificing  unique  public  lands  for  a  redundant 
supersonic  playground.  What  part  of  tifi  don’t  they  understand? 

Prostitution  is  iegi!  in  parts  of  Nevada;  a  state  where  money  is  Ood.  1  suggest  the  Air  Force 
isolate  their  training  activities  where  exploitation  of  the  land  resource  is  not  only  advocated  but 
encouraged  by  government  entities. 

Leave  Idaho  alone.  In  fact,  leave  Idaho  please.  Our  population  has  been  subjected  to  the  threat 
of  radio  active  waste  by  the  Department  of  Defense’s  nuclear  navy  shipping  spent  ftie!  rods  to  the 
INEL.  The  Department  of  Energy  and  Loekheed-Manin  continue  to  manipulate  our 
congressional  delegation  and  Governor.  Money  is  influence.  Idaho's  elected  officials  are  a 
perfect  example  of  how  this  sickness  In  our  political  system  has  promoted  and  perpetuated 
ignoble  leadership. 

The  military  and  supporting  industrial  complex  need  to  re-evaluate  their  mission.  The  by¬ 
products  of  our  protection,  for  example  the  incineration  of  chemical  weapons  in  Utah,  are  far 
more  likely  to  kill  citizens  than  any  global  political  threat. 

The  military  has  proven  itself  inept  in  the  management  of  personnel.  Obvious  violations  in 
training  operations  have  been  numerous  in  our  area.  Low-flying  aircraft  have  frightened  older 
residents  and  animals  both  wild  and  domestic.  Calls  for  accountability  find  the  Air  Force 
blaming  the  Air  National  Guard  and  vice  versa.  Idaho  has  no  room  for  immature  and 
irresponsible  young  adults  in  $100  million  toys  acting  out  some  celluloid  Tom  Cruise  role. 

Taxpayers  can  no  longer  afford  the  bloated  budgets  the  military  has  continued  to  enjoy  while 
other  programs  face  drastic  reductions  or  elimination  The  Air  Force  has  spent  an  obscene 
amount  of  tax  money  campaigning  for  this  unnecessary  training  range.  Campaigns  '89.  '95,  '97 . 
. .  When  will  it  end?  When  victory  is  attained  through  attrition? 

Exposure  of  scandals  in  the  military  culture  exhibit  an  endemic  lack  of  respect  for  subordinates. 
This  tendency  was  on  display  during  the  Spring  of  *95.  Public  hearings  found  the  Air  Force, 
disrespecting  the  First  Amendment  rights  of  civilian  grass-roots  organizations  opposed  to  this 
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attempted  land-grab.  The  arrogance  (obviously  not  a  function  of  intellect)  and  bullying 
employed  at  these  hearings  did  nothing  to  improve  the  image  of  an  already  tarnished  military. 

Find  enclosed  a  copy  of  the  more  emotional  testimony  I  provided  in  Twin  Fails  last  time  around. 

Call  off  the  dogs!  We  didn’t  want  this  training  range  then  and  we  don’t  want  it  now! 

Sincerely, 

William  F.  Hughes 
P.O.  Box  2651 
Hailey,  ID  83333 
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TESTIMONY  PROVIDED  AT  A  PUBLIC  HEARING  IN  TWIN  FALLS.  IDAHO.  SPRING  1995 


Democracy,  defined  as  Government  by  the  people.  To  the  World  we  glorify  its  principles  with  a 
righteousness  usually  bom  of  religion.  Yet  at  home,  over  time,  these  principles  have  become 
convoluted.  Our  representative  Government  invariably  chooses  to  represent  economic  interests 
of  a  few  over  the  best  interests  and  will  of  the  majority. 

Past  opposition  to  this  bombing  range  expansion  was  overwhelming.  Consequently,  public 
meetings  evolved  into  ‘scoping  hearings'  to  subjugate  the  public’s  freedom  to  exercise  First 
Amendment  Rights.  Our  democratic  system  has  failed  when  simple  manipulation  of  the  hearing 
process  cam  circumvent  public  opinion.  Such  deceit,  perfected  in  Idaho  by  the  DOE  and  now 
practiced  upon  us  by  the  Air  Force,  is  essential  for  bureaucracies  competing  for  funding  of  failed 
and  useless  programs  to  insure  that  similar  future  failures  will  be  budgeted  annually  with  no 
accountability  to  the  taxpayer. 

The  Air  Force  has  squandered  hundreds  of  billions  on  failed  weapons  programs  -  SDI,  V-22 
Osprey,  C-l  7  Cargo  Transport,  to  name  a  few  -  and  illegally  released  payments  to  contractors 
with  kickbacks  to  former  pentagon  officials  now  functioning  as  ’consultants'.  This  fiscal 
irresponsibility  so  prevalent  at  the  Federal  level  is  intolerable.  Almost  every  elected  official  and 
appointee  knowingly  disregard  tax  laws  with  impunity,  while  the  rest  of  us  pay  and  pay  and  pay. 


Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base  provides  blood-money  to  the  local  civilian  population,  just  as 
the  INEL  does  for  the  Idaho  Falls  area.  The  residents  of  Mountain  Home  shudder  at  the  thought 
of  no  longer  feeding  at  the  seemingly  bottomless  federal  trough  -  what  deficit?  I  find  totally 
unacceptable  the  idea  that  250  million  American  citizens  may  actually  pay  to  have  the  integrity 
of  a  beautiful  wilderness,  composed  of  many  unique  habitat-types,  destroyed. 

The  years  following  Pearl  Harbor  and  World  War  II  were  glory  years  for  the  military  and 
supporting  industrial  complex.  This  relationship  flourished  as  Cold  War  paranoia  was  nurtured 
by  two  governments  that  understood  well  the  tactics  of  fear.  At  great  cost,  the  American 
taxpayer  brought  the  Soviet  military  machine  and  economy  to  its  knees,  ironic  considering 
current  funding  for  support  of  Russian  economic  recovery.  A  bloated  military  must  redefine  its 
mission.  National  security  arguments  are  simply  not  viable  anymore.  Our  government  cannot 
even  define  what  constitutes  ‘National  Security  interests’  abroad,  and  this  bombing  range  won’t 
affect  such  decisions  anyway. 


We  are  only  one  administration  removed  from  a  blatantly  self-serving  President  who  believed 
that  we  could  sustain  an  economy  on  automobile  and  weapons  manufacture,  and  requisite  oil 
production.  A  prehistoric,  fossil-fuel  fantasy  resulting  in  a  multi-trillion  dollar  debt.  Once  again 
the  issue  is  PORK,  who  eats  and  what  is  sacrificed.  There  is  no  vision  in  government  beyond  the 
next  election. 
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Wt  proceed  with  our  eyes  (0  (he  ground  upon  a  path  with  which  we  are  all  loo  familiar.  We  do 
so  because  it  is  comfortable,  at  one  time  obviously  the  best  way  to  proceed.  Eventually  the  path 
grows  worn  —  down,  down,  down  —  until  it  is  a  tunnel  and  we  find  ourselves  Stumbling  in  the 
darkness.  But  still  we  continue  because  it  is  the  course  long  ago  proven,  any  departure  from 
which  considered  heresy.  Finally  the  tunnel  becomes  our  tomb  when  by  simply  lifting  our  head 
and  changing  direction  we  mighr  have  moved  forward  in  the  light. 

Idaho  has  enjoyed  recent  economic  good  health,  as  the  exodus  from  beleaguered  California 
continues.  Unfortunately,  our  society  measures  ‘growth*  with  dollars.  These  short-term  benefits 
will  vanish  as  the  frightening  reality  of  associated  impacts  remains  for  generations  to  come. 

In  the  past,  leaders  withdrew  vast  acreages  of  western  lands  from  potential  private  ownership  and 
placed  them  in  the  Public  Trust  Perhaps  their  real  intent  was  to  generate  revenue  by  selling 
rights  to  extract  the  various  resources,  with  little  concern  or  knowledge  of  the  impact  of  these 
activities  upon  the  land.  We  are  the  beneficiaries  of  their  actions,  regardless  of  their  motives. 

The  results  have  been  curious.  Pacific  forests  have  been  decimated,  salmon  populations 
eliminated,  entire  mountains  ground  into  dust.  Elsewhere  the  woods  stayed  quiet,  fish  prospered, 
and  mountains  stood  tall.  Access  to  these  areas  was  more  difficult,  the  resources  less  valuable,  < 
the  people  fewer.  Our  nation’s  natural  heritage  is  priceless,  something  that  Europe  and  Japan 
could  not  buy  back  for  all  the  money  in  the  world. 


USAF/BLM  Stephen  VanZendt 

P.O.  Box  329  176  Maurice  st.  N.  #309 

Boise,  ID  83701  -  0329  Twin  Falls.  ID  83301 


July  22,1997 


GE-1  Dear  sir  or  madam. 

1  would  like  to  express  my  OPPOSITION  to  the  latest  Air  Force  Bombing  Range 
proposal. 

In  my  opinionthis  is  nothing  more  than  empire  building  and  the  Air  Force  has  not 
established  a  clear  need  for  this  expansion. 

The  public  lands  are  a  precious  resource  and  should  be  preserved  as  a  long-term  goal. 
The  Owyhee  canyon  lands  is  one  of  the  largest  roadless  areas  in  the  United  States  and 
should  not  be  spoiled  by  additional  radar  sites  and  military  activity.  The  Mountain  Home 
training  range  air  space  is  already  huge. 


Wildlands  like  the  Owyhee  Watershed  are  of  profound  significance.  They  represent  our 
evolution  from  scared  bipeds  scrambling  to  exert  some  control  over  their  destiny  to  a  global 
society  obsessed  with  power  and  control,  the  resulting  wars  and  poverty  a  testament  to 
mankind’s  success. 

This  attempted  huge  land-grab  by  the  Air  Force  in  Southwest  Idaho  exemplifies  this  obsession 
with  power  and  control.  Further  example,  recent  efforts  at  saturating  the  venues  of  these 
hearings  with  Air  Force  propaganda,  in  an  attempt  to  exclude  organized  opposition  from 
effectively  presenting  and  distributing  their  materials.  Continued  unfavorable  testimony, 
suppressed  in  Boise.  Once  again,  more  childish  attempts  to  control  participation  in  this  hearing 
process  -  even  resorting  to  the  use  of  storm  troopers  to  silence  dissent  in  Grand  View. 

Employing  fascist  tactics,  in  an  agenda  pursuing  territorial  control,  does  not  translate  to  public 
service  here  in  Idaho.  1  would  remind  Air  Force  personnel  they  are  public  servants.  This  recent 
behavior  is  unprofessional  and  betrays  die  principles  of  democracy.  Such  duplicity  is  certainly 
not  going  to  win  the  trust  of  the  people  of  this  State  and  Nation. 

Environmental  Impact  Statements  are  documents  intended  to  bore  individuals  into  submitting  to 
whatever  Impacts  the  government  is  supposedly  identifying.  The  following  is  a  poem  written  in 
1982,  when  I  worked  in  a  high  desert  ecosystem  here  in  Southern  Idaho  -- 1  seriously  doubt  the 
ability  of  these  lands  to  inspire  such  moods  and  feelings  was  identified  in  the  EIS. 


My  Dad  always  told  me  that  the  only  land  the  farmer  ever  wants  is  that  which  is  just 
over  the  fence.  The  Air  Force  is  jealously  looking  over  the  fence  and  yearning  for  more 
land. 


Please  don’t  give  it  to  them.  They  already  have  plenty. 
Sincerely, 

Steve  VanZandt  / 
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JJ7  Main  Street  Case 
Girard,  PA  1««17 
July  21,  IS  >7 


U.S.  Air  Foree/iuraau  of  Land  Management 

P.0.  Box  121 

Boiee,  ID  »1701-0J2S 


GE-1  Oentleim 


I  am  writing  to  aek  that  you  reconsider  your  plana  for  a  bombing  range  in 
the  Owyhea  Car.yonlande.  The  fact  that  the  area  la  the  home  of  one  of  the 
largest  populations  of  California  desert  bighorn  sheep  Is  reason  enough  to 
leave  It  alone.  That  it  is  the  sole  source  of  transplant  stock  for 
re-establishing  the  bighorn  in  nine  western  states  makes  It  imperative  that 
this  habitat  be  preserved.  The  rationale  should  be  obvious.  In  addition, 
in  many  trips  to  the  Heat,  my  husband  and  t  have  ettempted  to  spot  s  bighorn 
In  the  wild,  unsucceeefully  to  date;  we  would  like  the  opportunity  to  keep 
trying I 

I  have  to  add  that  your  plan  to  chase  pregnant  ewes  with  helicopters  in 
order  to  put  radio  collars  on  them  la  unconscionable.  Given  the  reduced 
numbers  In  the  herd,  such  an  operation  could  prove  devastating,  and  even 
under  mors  favorable,  conditions,  is  far  too  dangerous  to  irpl*"*« .  Research 
is  a  good  thing  if  conductsd  responsibly,-  I  am  both  diaappolntsd  and  angered 
by  your  lack  of  responsibility. 

If  you  must  test  bombs  st  all,  I  hope  you  will  seek  a  location  which  will 
do  the  least  barm  to  the  environment  which  has  been  entrusted  to  us.  Thank 
yeu  for  your  consideration. 


tudy  Rube j a 


7 5d g  N.  Peppernlll  Way 
Hoist,  ID  83733-2153 
July  23,  1557 

USAT  /  HIM 

P.C.  Box  329 

Eciee.  ID  83701-0329 

GE-2  To  whew  it  may  concern: 

I  would  like  to  express  my  opposition  to  the  orpposed  enhanced 
Training  in  Idaho  for  tha  Ccrposite  Wing  stationed  at  Mountain 


My  main  concerns  are  the  advert*  effects  that  increased  low- 
level  flights  will  have  cn  the  wildlife  of  the  plateau*  and 
canyons  eontainec  within  the  proposed  Military  Operations  Areas. 

I  am  a  wildlife  biologist  by  profession,  and  I  believ*  that 
Tildlife  issues  have  not  been  adequately  addressed  in  th*  Craft 
i nvironmental  Impact  Statement.  Of  particular  concern  are  the 
populations  of  California  bighorn  aheap  and  aags  grouse,  whose 
reproductive  activities  would  surely  be  diarupted  by  incraaaad 
tonic  disturbances . 

That  the  eat ablishment  of  any  of  the  three  proposed  12,000- 
acre  drop  rones  would  mean  that  the  Jack's  Creek  area  would  ba 
“opened  to  flyovers  is  particularly  disturbing  to  me.  Also,  the 
mobile  electronic  amittera  and  the  associated  impacts  thsy  would 
nave  on  the  area's  wildlife  and  scenic  values  are  inadequately 
daalt  with  in  the  CHS.  Of  concern,  too.  are  the  increased  use 
of  dummy  bombs,  flares,  and  chaff. 

I  have  spant  tim*  exploring  the  canyon  bottoms  and  plateaus 
of  the  Jerbidge  are  firuneau  areas,  and  feel  that  they  art  among 
the  most  uniquely  beautiful  areas  1  have  aeen.  1  support  wilder¬ 
ness  designation  for  these  areas,  and  Increased  levels  of  flyover* 
and  noise  is  incon.iatent  with  the  preservation  of  the  uniqueness 


0005".  0 

Finally,  1  believe  that  whatever  enhanced  training  exper¬ 
iences  the  Air  Force  desires  that  the  existing  Saylor  Creek 
q«nge  cannot  provide  ahould  be  obtained  at  other  existing 
aites,  namely  the  Utah  Training  Range  and  Nellis. 

Thank  you  for  allowing  me  to  voice  my  opinions  concerning 
enhanced  Training  in  Idaho.  I  feel  that  the  deadline  for 
comments  on  the  draft  CIS  should  be  extended,  to  allow  more 
people  like  myself  to  express  their  opposition  to  tnis  proposal. 

Respectfully  ycurt, 


USAF  /  BI.M 
P.O.  Box  329 
Boise,  Idaho 
83701-0329 

GE-1  propo»«d  expansion  of  the  Bombing  Range  Is  both 

absolutely  unnecessary  and  appalling. 

The  studies  you  have  deigned  to  eupply  are  incomplete  and 
lacking  in  meaningful  information. 

The  fact  that  the  BiM  appear*  to  be. at  least  partially, 
endorsing  the  Air  Force  request  leaves  one  with  a  great 
sense  of  betrayal.  The  Bureau  vas  formed  to  protect  and 
cherish  our  national  resources,  but  once  again  they  hav# 
succumbed  to  political  blackmail. 

In  a  world  which  is  striving  to  achieve  peaceful  solutions 
to  problems,  the  need  to  expand  a  bombing  range  {  I  I  )  is 
simply  an  attempt  by  a  lot  of  old  men  to  delay  their 
obtolescenc*  -  and  to  prolong  their  adolescence  t 

Please  £0  NOT  £0  THIS. 


Paula  Caputo 
Box  643 

Sun  Valley,  Idaho  83333 
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USAF/BLM 

P.  0.  Box  329 

Boise,  Idaho  83701-0329 

Re:  Bombing  Range 


GE-1  Gentlemen: 


Please  register  my  opposition  to  the  proposed  bombing  range  in  the  Owyhee  Canyonlands  on  the 
basis  that  a  bombing  range  would  disrupt  the  recreational  use  of  this  area  and  also  adversely 
impact  wildlife  populations  in  the  area. 
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United  States  Air  Force/Bureau  of  land  Management 
P.O.  Box  329 
Boise.  ID  83701-0329 
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GE-3  To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

'”'  As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  I  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho.  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States. 

The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Also,  I  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  366*  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 

Sincerely, 

SignatHne  Required 
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Arthur  F.  Gidel 
2903  Highland  Drive 
Missoula.  MT  39802 
406-543-6352  (home  phone  and  fax) 


U.S.  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 
P.O.  Box  329 
Boise,  ID  83701-0329 


I  am  writing  regarding  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS)  for  Enhanced 
Training  in  Idaho  (ETI).  I  have  floated  the  Jarbidge  and  Bruneau  Rivers  (4  times),  the 
East  Fork  of  the  Owyhee,  the  South  Fork  of  the  Owyhee  and  the  main  Owy  hee  to  Rome 
(2  times).  The  quality'  of  the  river  experience  for  all  these  segments  is  world  class  The 
scenery,  solitude,  wildlife  and  white  water  make  there  riven  as  special  to  me  as  the 
Grand  Canyon  of  the  Colorado  The  Jarbidge  and  Bruneau  river  trip  is  my  favorite 
wilderness  trip,  and  3  have  a  very  good  basis  for  comparison 

HP  yo  *  ****  disappointed  that  the  DEIS  apparently  does  not  include  a  “no  change/no  additional 
bombing  range”  alternative  Bared  on  a  1995  report  issued  by  the  Office  of  the  Inspector 
"General  of  the  Department  of  Defense,  current  bombing  ranges  could  provide  adequate 

PN-14  practice  areas  for  composite  wing  additional  aircraft  operations  from  Mountain  Home 
Air  Force  Bare.  In  short,  I  am  not  convinced  that  additional  bombing  ranges  are 
necessary  and  critical  to  our  national  security  interest.  Furthermore,  even  current 
activities  adversely  impact  the  canyons*  wildlife  and  recreational  users  1  cannot  describe 
the  feeling  I  experienced  the  first  time  I  was  floating  on  the  Owyhee  when  a  fighter  jet 
flew  low  over  the  canyon  rim.  As  an  analogy,  try  to  imagine  a  stick  of  dynamite 
exploding  in  your  front  yard  while  you  are  asleep.  In  addition,  all  the  alternatives 
apparently  permit  the  same  activities;  the  only  difference  is  the  location  of  the  ETI  range. 
The  alternatives  should  include  various  reductions  and  restrictions  in  permitted  activities 
so  that  the  best  compromise  can  be  reached. 

The  DEIS  does  not  adequately  address  the  cumulative  impacts  of  the  composite  wing  and 
B  l  bomber  additions  to  Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Bare.  Although  the  ETI  may  be  the 

DP«7  most  significant  change  for  the  Canyons’  wildlife  and  users,  the  additional  overflights 
and  activities  will  necessarily  have  an  adverse  effect,  regardless  of  the  ETI’s  approval. 
The  total  cumulative  impacts  should  be  included  in  the  DEIS’s  analysis 


Noire  is  the  most  sever  impact  on  wildlife  and  recreational  users.  Therefore,  the  DEIS 
should  place  jpecial  emphasis  on  this  aspect  of  its  analysis  and  conclusions  The  DEIS 
"evidently  bares  its  analysis  and  conclusions  regarding  noise  on  twenty  year  old  studies  of 
people  living  in  foreign  urban  environments  How  can  this  information  be  relevam  to 
rural  residents  and  wilderness  river  users  in  Southern  Idaho  in  1997?  Use  of  such 
information  for  the  current  decision  process  is  ridiculous  Information  on  the  impacts  of 
noire  must  come  from  comparable,  current  situations  for  the  DEIS  to  have  value  as  a 
decision  tool  Such  shoddy  reasoning  has  no  place  in  any  environmental  impact 
document 

Supersonic  speeds  and  the  related  sonic  booms  are  unacceptable  over  this  region, 
generally  Any  final  alternative  should  prohibit  supersonic  speeds. 

I  request  that  you  keep  me  informed  as  to  the  status  of  the  DEIS  process  Thank  you  for 
the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  DEIS  and  for  your  efforts  towards  issuance  of  a  final 
environmental  impact  document 


Very  truly  yours, 
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Chuck  Guilford  •  2211  North  14m  St.  *.  Boise,  ID, 83702 


Anne  Herndcn 
6110  Bay  Street 
Boise,  Idaho  83704 


'  UOSAF/BLM.  i  -  .■  •. 

p.o.Bot 329  .  v, ,  .'•••.  .  •  :r  ' 

;  t  :•  Boise,  ID  83701-0329  ■•••’>  - ;  -  .  -■ 

I  %'pewUSAF/BLM:' ’  /  '  J  *1  _  1.  ■  J  -  \\  , 

■  yV-!*>a  V'A  X*  ;  i  •  ?-  •“  .V*V-  *  •  *  r  .<■  '  *•  Vi  1 

’ ,  Jv  |*m  writing  to  express  tny  opposition  to  the  proposed  Owyhee  ,  -  ’ 

*’  .*7j'Csbyonl»nds  bombing  nog*  (Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho).  Just  a  few  - 
"s  £  \  years-ago  a  similar  proposal  *U  thdt  down  for  several  good  reasons.  y  • 

? 2[  {dost ‘of  dwM  rsasons'rill  apply  to  this  present  proposal:  I )  It  isn’t  needed  : 
’  -J^V  militarily.  Current  ranges  in  Idaho.  Utah,  and  Nevada  are  adequately 
-’.serving  our  needs’.  2.)  Jit  isn’t  needed  to  keep  Mouhtifn  Home  healthy. 

'  r  £f  Tune  *"4  'again.  Mountain  Home  AFB  has  survived  tough  budget  cuts  and 

■  _  been  found  essential.  It’s  clearly  an  important  base,  which  will  continue  to  *. 
>  J.'j  help  the  surrounding  community  thrive.  3.)  It  will  hann  the  environment. 

»  £-\This  Is  a  sensitive  environmental  area.  Silence  and  solitude  art  part  of  the  > 
high  desert  ecology.  The  drop  iooes,'ind  low  level  and  supersonic  flights,  ■ 
create  serious  environmental  degradation  here.-  -  . 

ta  ,  V  ,h  ;*•  V • :  . 

let’s  pul  an  end  to  it  The  expansion  will  harm  the  environment  It  isn’t  - 
j  ,v  necessary.  Most  Southern  Idahoans  don’t  want  it  ft  was  a  bad  idea  •  -  .  , 

'.ft1,  before  and  it  still  is.  *  -1  "n‘  ’•‘‘■‘.j  •'  •"  ±  -*  ■ 


USAF/BLM 

P.O.  Box  329 

Boise,  Idaho  83701-0329 

U.S.  Air  Force: 

I  aa  AGAINST  any  plans  to  expand  the  Saylor  Creek  Bombing  Range. 
The  present  range  provides  more  than  enough  area  for  live 
ordinance  boobing  practice,  and  the  Air  Force  already  has  a 
sufficiently  high  frequency  of  flights  over  the  Idaho  desert  and 
canyon lands .  In  addition,  pilots  can  fly  to  existing  ranges  in 
Nevada  should  they  desire  more  practice. 

The  native  vegetation  of  our  desert  and  canyonlands  is  very 
susceptible  to  fire.  Should  a  larger  bombing  range  be  approved, 
there  is  no  guarantee  that  sparks  from  combustible  materials  will 
not  cause  fires  to  start.  Range  fires  can  spread  very  quickly 
and  destroy  thousands  of  acres  before  they  can  be  controlled.  It 
only  takes  one  mistake  to  cause  tremendous  fire  damage,  allowing 
cheat  grass  to  become  the  dominant  species  where  our  precious 
native  plants  now  thrive. 

The  Idaho  desert  and  canyonlands  provide  a  unique  habitat  for 
native  flora  and  fauna;  these  lands  should  not  be  sacrificed  for 
an  unnecessary  bombing  range. 


Anne  Herndon 
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Marjory  R.  McFall 

251 1  M»ywood 
BoiK,  Idaho  13704 
201  342*4721  home 
20*  396-103  S  work 


United  States  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  329 

Boise,  Idaho  83701-0329 

GE-2  To  Whom  It  Concerns: 

Subject:  Enhanced  Airforce  Training  Needs  of  Composite  Wing 

Why:  Most  combat  capable  unit  in  the  world  thinks  it  would  be  nice 

Cost:  More  than  three  million  acres  of  Idaho,  Oregon  and  Nevada 

Our  incredible  shrinking  wilderness  areas  need  to  be  protected.  It  is  our  responsibility 
to  take  a  stand  for  what  we  believe  in  and  for  what  we  believe  “enhances”  the  quality  of 
our  life.  Airforce  training  is  nice,  wilderness  areas  are  a  necessity.  Our  wildlife 
populations  of  bighorn  sheep,  golden  eagles,  peregrine  falcons,  pronghorn  antelope,  mule 
deer,  elk,  cougar,  and  sage  grouse  owe  their  existence  to  the  lands  in  question.  In 
addition,  these  Owyee  Canyonlands  contain  wild  rivers,  archeological  treasures,  unique 
vegetation,  natural  solitude  and  serenity.  Once  our  primitive  and  wilderness  lands  are 
gone;  they  are  lost  forever.  It  is  imperative  that  we  do  all  we  can  to  protect  our 
environment.  Do  not  allow  our  wilderness  area  to  become  a  supersonic  bombing  range. 

It  is  up  to  us  and  we  need  your  help. 

When  you  are  evaluating  the  benefit  of  an  enhanced  Air  force  training  area  with  that  of 
our  natural  environment  please  consider  the  following  10  reasons  to  oppose  the  proposed 
Air  force  plan. 

1.  The  training  is  not  necessary  to  keep  Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base  active. 

2.  Training  will  be  year  round  and  impact  more  than  3,000,000  million  acres  of 
wilderness  area  in  Idaho,  Oregon  and  Nevada. 

[1.  Noise  levels  of  sonic  booms,  super-sonic  operations  and  subsonic  operations 
NO- 1 0  !  on  humans«  ■M™8*5  aod  structures  were  not  cumulatively  analyzed  and  therefore 
I  the  impact  not  accurately  identified. 

4.  Degradation  of  water,  land  and  air  by  toxic  chemicals  (specifically  Titanium 
Tetrachloride)  will  occur. 

3.  Other  branches  of  the  military  and  foreign  flyers  wilt  be  allowed  to  use  the 
training  site  and  not  be  bound  by  Airforce  regulations. 


000357 


6.  Use  of  this  wilderness  area  will  have  a  very  negative  impact  on  ranching, 
mining  and  recreation  industries. 

7.  No  environmental  assessment  was  conducted  on  the  Jack's  Creek  area  with 
regard  to  the  Big  Horn  Sheep  habitat. 

8.  Changes  in  the  natural  landscape  will  occur  with  the  construction  of  emitter 
sites,  generators,  roads,  etc. 

9.  Natural  resources  will  be  irreversibly  altered  and  a  lack  of  commitment  to 
them  will  be  irretrievable. 

10.  The  people  of  Idaho,  Oregon  and  Nevada  do  not  want  their  state  turned  into  a 
supersonic  battlefield. 

Do  what  is  reasonable.  Once  primitive  recreational  land  is  gone  it  cannot  be  resurrected. 
Please,  help  us  live  naturally.  Thank  you  for  your  efforts  in  this  regard. 


Marjory  R.  McFall 


cc:  Idaho  Statesman 
P.O.  Box  40 
Boise,  ID  83707 

Attention:  John  Costa,  Exec.  Editor 

The  Boise  Weekly 
P.O.  Box  1637 
Boise.  ID  83701 

Attention:  David  Madison,  Editor 

The  Times-News 
P.O.  Box  548 

Twin  Falls,  ID  83303-0548 

Attn:  Clark  Walworth,  Managing  Editor 

The  Argus  Observer 
P.O.  Box  130 
Ontario,  OR  97914  ’ 

Attn:  Larry  Hurtle,  Managing  Editor 


Eagle  Express 
332  West  State 
Eagle,  ID  83616 
Attention:  Pat  Casey,  Editor 

The  Wilderness  Society 
413  West  Idaho  Streets  102 
Boise,  ID  83702 
Attention:  Lil  Paul 
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USAF/BLM 
P.0.  Box  329 
Boise,  Idaho 

GE-1  D»ar  Sirs, 


rise  mwo  0  CTCUCD  qLA(55  API 
- (208)  726-9241 - 

DO.  BCH  VIO  •  Knail'M  -  IDAHO  ■  83WO 


July  25.  1997 


I  wish  to  submit  these  comments  on  the  proposed  end  unnessary 
expansion  (enhancement  as  Air  Force  P.R.  personnel  would  say) 
of  the  Saylor  Creek  practice  bombing  range. 

I  completely  and  vehemently  object  to  ANY  expansion  that 
overflies  the  Jarbrldge  and  Bruneau  river  canyonlands.  These 
incredible  natural  areas  are  far  too  special  to  Impact  In  the 
manner  the  Air  Force  has  In  mind.  This  past  summer  I  had  the 
great  fortune  to  float  the  Bruneau  for  three  great  days, 
marveling  at  the  spectacular  scenery  and  wildlife  and  serenity 
while  on  the  river.  On  the  road  into  the  area,  however,  our 
group  witnessed  numerous  flight  training  missions  In  progress^, 
and  I  can  tell  you  that  what  was  at  first  an  interesting  Maha” 
certainly  changed  with  the  CLOSE  approach  and  very  LOW  overhead 
pass  of  a  B-1  bomber  at  a  slow  cruise.  The  noise  was  very 
suprlsingly  LOUDi  I  have  heard  quite  a  few  jets  before,  but 
this  was  quite  unnerving,  especially  In  this  otherwise  quite 
WILD  prairie  landscape. 

And  this  Is  nothing  compared  to  the  almost  continuous  overflights 
the  Air  Force  has  planned  for  the  area.  This  will  certainly 
shatter  the  special  peace  and  serenity  of  EVERYONES  outdoor 
experience.  We,  the  citizens  of  Idaho  and  the  U.S.,  don  t  go 
to  the  great  natural  areas  of  our  state  to  be  HARRASSED  by  the 
military  playing  war  games.  If  the  need  for  more  space  is  indeed 
so  great  (  many  also  say  IT  IS  NOT  )then  you  must  look  elsewhere, 
In  less  sensitive  ar.d  unique  areas.  THIS  AREA  IS  TOO  GOOD  TO 
BOMB! 

NO  SIRiThis  is  definately  NOT ’a  compatable  use  of  a  recreational 
and  wildlife  area  of  such  special  splendor  as  the  Ovhyee 
Canyonlands,  ESPECIALLY  considering  the  UNNESSESSARY  and  ILLEGAL 
nature  of  the  proposalllll 

The  E.I.S.  is  thoroughly  deficient  and  does  NOT  COMPLY  WITH 
the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  for  all  the  commonly  cited 
reasons,  so  I  won't  repeat  them  at  this  time. 

And  while  your  condescending  attitude  toward  those  who  ARE 
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:  POMEROY  BROTHERS  CONSTRUCTION  1 


concerned  about  the  wildlife  is  duly  noted,  WHAT  ABOUT  THE 
EFFECTS  ON  THE  CITIZENS  WHO  HUNT,  FISH,  EXPLORE,  RAFT,  KAYAK, 
PHOTOGRAPH,  HOLD  RELIGEOUS  CEREMONIES,  AND  JUST  PLAIN  ENJOY 
THIS  AREA  ON  DAILY  BASIS  ??????????? 

!In  conclusion, NO  NO  NO  NO  NO  NO  NO  NO  NO  1HJ1M11 

Very  sincerely  yours, 


Jacques  Bordeleau 


U.  S.  Air  Force 

Bureau  of  Land  Minjjcmfre 

P  O.  Box  329 

Boiie,  ID  S3  701-0329 

To  Whom  It  May  Concent: 

I  can't  believe  I  am  wnnsg  another  letter  asking,  begging  the  government  not  to  t»itd  this  maddening 
bonding  range  You  should  be  ashamed  of  your  actions  in  trying  to  run  this  thing  down  the  public’s  throat. 
Keep  Idaho  rural  and  not  dependent  on  the  military.  It’s  plain  and  simple. 

The U.  S.  Air  Faroe’s  proposal  w  establish  a  supersonic  battlefield 
fat  the  Idaho  Owyhee  canyoolands  is  unacceptable  This  is  an  area  enjoyed 
by  flottm.  hikers,  campers,  and  others.  I  am  very  much  opposed  to  this 
bombing  range  for  the  following  reajotu: 

1.  All  of  the  proposed  alternatives  will  cause  an  unacceptable  increase  in 
noue  pollution. 

El.  The  Air  Force  has  uaderonmated  the  effects  of  the  extremely  loud  and 

w^roBctable  noise  cm  people  and  am  nuts  t  haie  jets  when  I’m  ui  the  country 
3.  The  Brunaau,  iarbridge  and  Owyh«  canyonlaods  are  eoraordmary  and 
deserve  national  recognition  and  protection 

4.  The  Air  Force  already  has  sufficient  bombing  ranges  to  practices  their 


No  Bombing 
Range 


Thank  you  for  taking  these  reasons  into  consideration 

Sincerely,  - - -  O 

Too  Rjmeroy  ^  ^ 

Bax  1765  S? 

Ketchum.  Idaho  *3340 


Laura  Aon  Scales 
PO  Bos  2015 
K  at  chum.  10  63540 
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PO  Box  2671 
Boise.  ID  83701 


U  S.  Air  Force/BLM 
PO  Box  329 
Boise.  ID  83701-0329 

GE-1  t  would  likc  10  Provide  comments  on  the  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho  proposal  for  an 
expanded  military  training  range.  Any  military  operations  beyond  those  already  being 
conducted  are  unacceptable  in  southwestern  Idaho.  The  impacts  of  noise  on  people  and 
wildlife  would  be  unacceptable. 

I  have  spent  a  lot  of  time  hiking,  boating,  and  camping  around  the  North.  South,  and  East 
Forks  of  the  Owyhee  River,  and  in  the  Bruneau  River  canyon.  Military  overflights  that 
already  occur  there  are  very  startling  and  disturbing.  These  are  areas  of  exceptional  and  rare 
beaut)’  and  solitude.  In  any  state  without  Idaho's  politics,  the  nationally  unique  values  of  the 
canyonlands  would  already  be  recognized,  and  they  would  be  designated  wilderness  areas  and 
designated  components  of  the  wild  and  scenic  river  system. 

I  also  do  not  believe  that  this  training  range  is  necessary.  The  military  has  plenty  of  airspace 
and  land  already  available  for  manuevers  in  Idaho,  Nevada,  and  Utah  that  is  accessablc  from 
Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base.  Those  areas  should  be  utilized  instead. 
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DEAR  USAF/BLM 


00G307 


Thif  postcard  concarns  tha  propoaad  USAF  bombing  ranga 
on  Idaho ’ s  Owyhaa  Canyonlanda .  Simply  put,  this  prop- 
posal  Is  not  a  good  idaa,  as  It  not  only  vili  incur 
graut  axpanca,  but  is  unnecessary  and  of  course,  will 
cause  unknown  dammage  to  both  ecological  systems  and 
wildlife!  So  please  see  that  the  proposed  bombing 
range  is  halted!  Thank  you  I 
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Michael  J.  Flanagan 

ATTORNEY  AT  Law 
TCUtACt  PLAZA 
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July  26,  1997 


USAF/BLM 
P.0.  BOX  329 

Boise,  Idaho  83701-0329 
RE:  Bombing  Range 
GE-1  To  Whom  ic  Mfty  Concern: 

Once  again  you  are  attempting  to  circumvent  public  opinion  and 
establish  another  bombing  range  in  the  Owyhee  Mountains. 
Furthermore,  you  intend  to  do  this  at  the  expense  of  the  wildlife. 
I'm  very  interested  as  to  why  we  need  another  bombing  range.  Who 
is  our  mythical  enemy?  "We  have  met  the  enemy  and  they  am  ue." 

With  this  aside,  I  am  very  much  against  establishing  a  bombing 
range  in  the  Owyhee  Canyonlands.  This  is  pristine  country  and  the 
greatest  expanse  of  land  in  the  lower  forty-eight  states  in  which 
one  can  go  and  escape  people.  How  does  one  find  solitude  with  a 
super  sonic  jet  exploding  over  ones  head?  If  I  can’t  find  solitude 
can  the  animals  find  solitude? 

For  once  do  the  right  thing  and  give  up  on  the  Bombing  Range. 
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July  28,  1997 


000309 


USAF/BLM 

PO  Box  329 

Boise  Id  83701-0329 


GE-1  Please  enter  my  comments  into  the  official  record  on  the 
USAF's  proposal  to  expand/enhance  the  training  range  in 
Southern  Idaho: 


WHAT  PART  OF  “NO"  DOESN'T  THE  USAF  UNDERSTAND! 


Peggy  Thomas 
River  Grove  Farm 
Box  2029 

Hailey,  Idaho  83333 


Idaho  and  Idahoans  have  told  the  USAF  before  that  we  do  not 
vant  to  expand  the  training  range  in  the  Southern  Idaho 
desert.  The  latest  USAF  plan  is  totally  unacceptable  to  me. 

The  Owyhee  Canyonlands  offer  river  runners  like  myself,  as  well 
as  many  other  recreationists  spectacular  scenery,  solitude  and 
and  most  of  all,  SILENCE!  This  modern  world  has  become  increas¬ 
ingly  poluted  with  noise  and  this  portion  of  Idaho  offers  one 
of  the  few  places  to  escape  from  that  noise.  The  occasional 
Air  Force  overflights  we  have  to  put  up  with  now  are  bad  enough- 
the  proposal  would  dramatically  increase  overflights  and  offers 
no  guarantee  that  other  branches  of  the  military  won't  come 
along  too,  and  make  even  more  noise.  This  proposal  is  bad  for 
wildlife,  it  is  bad  for  Idaho  and  it  is  bad  for  all  the  people 
of  the  USA! 


USAF/BLM- 
P.O.  Box  329 
Boise,  ID  83701 

GE-1  Dear  Sirs: 

As  a  Nevada  resident  with  a  second  home  in  Idaho  I  strongly  object  to  a  bombing 
nage  in  the  Owyhee  Canyonlands!  Surely  the  bombing  range  in  Nevada  is  enough.  I  also 
object  to  the  Mountain  Home-based  jets  buzzing  a  serene  mountain  lake  in  the  Sawtooth; 
that  I  hive  spent  the  better  part  of  the  day  biking  to  reach. 

There  are  multitudes  of  westerners  who  care  about  the  wilderness  and  the  wildlife, 
and  although  we  don't  belong  to  powerful  PACs,  or  have  lobbyists  in  Washington,  Federal 
lands  belong  to  all  of  us,  and  we  deserve  to  have  our  voices  heard 


The  high  desert  of  Southern  Idaho  and  the  Owyhee,  Bruneau  and 
Jarbridge  river  canyons  deserve  protection  as  a  national 
treasure  for  all  Americans. 


Tom  Chelstrom 

2646  N  Westminster  PI 

Boise  Id  83704 
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Dear  Sir, 

I  an  writing  to  *trongly  protest  the  proposed  establishment 
of  a  supersonic  battlefield  In  the  eanyonlands  of  Idaho. 

Over  the  past  t  years  t  have  spent  at  least  one  week  each 
year  kayaking  and  hiking  in  these  canyons.  I  drive  all  the 
way  froa  northwest  Montana  because  these  are  soae  of  the 
aost  beautiful  places  In  the  country.  The  Bruneau,  Jarbridge 
and  Owyhee  eanyonlands  are  special  places  that  deserve 
protection,  not  the  addition  of  extreaely  loud  and 
unpredictable  noise  which  will  detract  laaensely  froa  the 
beauty  and  tranquility  of  these  places.  Please  spare  these 
extraordinary  canyons. 
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July  29,  1997 

Proposed  Enhanced  Training  Rands 


USAF  /  BLM 
P.  0.  Box  329 
Boise,  Idaho  83701 


Dear  Sirs; 


145  Montana  Ave. 
Whltefish  MT  59937 


Please  consider  these  comments  upon  your  proposed  "Enhanced 
Training  Range",  and  accompanying  draft  EIS. 

I  urge  you  to  adopt  A,  the  No  Action  alternative. 

I  thought  we  had  convinced  the  Air  Force  years  ago  not  to 
expand  the  existing  training  range  in  SU  Idaho. 
Unfortunately,  the  Air  Force  persists  in  this  folly,  not 
having  learned  much  regard  for  the  natural  values  of  the 
wild  country  which  its  proposal  would  degrade. 

The  Department  of  Defense  has  already  grabbed  a  huge  amount 
of  land  in  the  Western  United  States.  I  an  opposed  to 
withdrawal  of  any  sore  public  land  for  military  purposes. 

I  am  especially  opposed  to  any  bombing  range  in  the 
magnificent  Owyhee  country  of  southwestern  Idaho,  for  the 
following  reasons: 


*  Increased  sonic  boons.  Sonic  booms  are  very  disturbing 
to  many  people,  including  myself,  whether  they  are  over 
cities,  Indian  reservations,  or  wildlands.  They  are 
also  disturbing  to  some  species  of  wildlife. 

*  Increased  low  level  flights.  These  also  are 
irritating. 

*  Significant  threats  to  native  plant  communities,  rare 
plants,  wetlands,  and  traditional  Nativa  American  plant 
collecting. 

*  Adverse  impacts  upon  the  wilderness  values  of  BLM 
wilderness  study  areas  and  upon  other  public  roadless 
lands,  including  solitude  and  silence. 

*  Adverse  impacts  upon  cultural  and  archaeological 
resources. 


*  The  general  degradation  in  quality  of  life. 
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The  public  land*  of  Southwestern  Idaho  are  Important  for 
many  reason*.  They  are  a  major  part  of  the  generally  high 
quality  of  life  there.  But  the  AF  proposal  would  destroy 
many  of  the  values  which  aa'xe  these  lands  important,  along 
with  that  high  quality  of  life. 


Gerald  A.  Jayne 
156B  Lola  St. 

Idaho  falls,  Idaho  B3402 


cc:  Governor  Phil  Batt 

Attorney  General  A1  Lance 
Secy,  of  State  Pete  Cenarrusa 
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USAF/3LH 
?.0.  3ox  329 

Boise,  Idaho  83701-1329 


Dr.  Julia  Sent 
P.O.  Sox  31745 
Seattle,  WA  98103 


July  30,  1997 
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GE-2  Dear  Sirs: 
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I  am  writing  to  you  to  express  my  opposition  to  the 
establishment  of  any  further  bombing  ranges  in  Owyhee  County  in 
Idaho.  Whether  called  the  ITS  or  the  ETI,  further  bombing  and 
training  areas  are  a  waste  of  taxpayer  money.  The  1995  Auditor's 


The  DEIS  is  flawed  in  many  ways.  The  method  used  in  the 
DEIS  to  determine  the  effects  of  noise  pollution  from  the 
proposed  ETI  (The  Shultz  Noise  Analysis)  is  based  cn  an  urban 
jrodel  that  has  no  relevance  in  the  relatively  wild  Owyhee 
country.  Noise  averaged  over  a  24-hour  period  does  net  begin  to 
compare  with  the  effects  on  both  wildlife  and  people  of  a  sonic 
bocm  in  a  remote  area.  I've  been  in  the  Owyhee  country  and 
experienced  sonic  booms  there.  In  their  wake  my  heart  raced,  and 
I  felt  uncomfortable  for  hours  afterwards. 


masks  the  real  increases  in  noise,  flares  and  chaff,  and  fire 
damage.  A  legal  CIS  must  consider  the  impacts  of  all  these 
activities  together. 

As  someone  who  has  hiked  and  paddled  the  Owyhee  and 
Jarbidge/Bruneau  canyons  extensively  since  1982  (yes,  I  kayaked 
the  Jarbidge/3runeau  then),  I  am  dismayed  that  the  Air  Force 
continues  to  insist  on  trying  to  establish  a  training  range  in 
the  region.  Further,  I  am  appalled  at  the  waste  of  taxpayer 
money  that  gees  into  inadequate  planning  for  successive 
incarnations  of  the  ITR/ETI,  something  that  is  not  necessary  for 
our  national  defense,  by  the  Air  Force's  own  admission.  Who 
benefits  from  the  "pork"?  Whom  are  we  defending  against? 

Sincerely  yours ,  * 


AurAcY00<,  •\nrv.ps  iv\  +■ 

0v7w  co A*ii* 
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Julia  Bent.  D.V.M. 
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July  31,  1997 


US  Air  Force 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  329 

Boise,  ID  83701-0329 


GE-2  Sirs: 


^7 


DP-7  [j2 

NO-IoQ^ 
PN-1  [f« 


I  as  writing  to  you  concerning  the  DEIS,  Draft  Enviromental  Impact 
Statement,  for  enhanced  training  in  Idaho  recently  released  by  the 
Air  Force  for  public  review.  I  feel  the  DEIS  is  flawed  because  of: 

/I  All  alternatives  result  in  creation  of  a  battle  field  and 

bombing  range  in  the  Owyhee  Canyonlands.  I  suggest 
Alternative  E,  or  no  bombing  range  or  supersonic 
battlefield  In  the  Owyhee  Canyonlands. 

E/2  The  cumulative  impact  assessment  is  flawed.  This  masks 

-  the  real  increase  in  noise,  flares  and  chaff. 

C/2  I  believe  the  noise  study  is  flawed,  as  there  is  no  way 

of  duplicating  the  cumulative  impact  of  supersonic 
flights  in  the  canyonland  country. 

£^4  The  Air  Force  has  not  demonstrated  a  need  for  this  range. 

I  know  the  Owyhee  Canyonland  country  intimately.  I  have  kayaked 
the  Middle-Fork  Owyhee,  the  South-Fork  as  well  as  the  East-Fork. 
This  area  Is  remarkable  for  its  quiet  reooteness  and  natural 
beauty.  The  whole  wilderness  experience  would  be  severely 
mitigated  by  enhanced  training  in  Idaho  by  the  US  Air  Force. 

Thank  you  in  advance  for  your  time  and  consideration. 

Vft.  {A~tf 

William  B.  Krissoff,  M.D. 


WWUm  B.  Krissoff,  M.D.,  Inc. 
On^opvrx  Surgery  and  Spon*  M«»cn« 
Mounan  C«nt« 
tO.  to>  2S09 
Tn,<k«.  CMvrrU  *6100 
(916)  S0F-7MI 
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Frank  A.  Roberts  M.  D, 


1701  N.  21”  Street 
Boise,  Idaho  83702-0732 
1*208-342-471 1 


August  1, 1997 
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USAF/BLM  *  P.O.  Box  329 
Boise,  Idaho  83701-0329 


GE-2  Dear  Sirs: 


I  am  writing  to  you  concerning  the  proposed  enhanced  training  range  in 
the  Owyhee  Cany^niands.  I  am  a  native  Idahoan  growing  up  in  Buhl  and 
attending  Albertson’s  College  of  Idaho  in  Caldwell.  As  I  grew  up.  I  heard 
about  the  Owyhees  and  have  looked  forward  to  hiking  and  seeing  this 
spectacular  area.  So  it  has  been  with  great  sadness  that  I  leam  about 
more  restrictions  and  possible  degradation  of  this  area.  However.  I 
consider  myself  to  be  a  scientist  and  rational  person  and  thus  able  to 
listen  to  viable  arguments.  Below  I  have  listed  some  of  the  areas  of 


“  Cost-benefit  analysis:  As  we  are  all  aware,  costs  and  resources 
have  to  be  managed  in  the  most  efficient  manner  and  thus  the 
question  arises,  "Are  we,  the  taxpayer  getting  the  most  for  our  buck?* 
For  example,  what  is  the  cost  of  repeated  proposals  of  this  kind  ? 

Has  the  use  of  simulators  been  explored  which  might  obviate  the 
proposed  plan?  Does  the  cost  of  building  and  maintaining  these 
additional  facilities  outweigh  the  cost  of  fuel  to  fly  to  existing  sites? 

I  Need:  Who  is  the  anticipated  enemy?  We  do  not  need  star  wars 
technology  to  defeat  countries  like  Iraq.  It  may  take  a  little  longer  to  do 
so  without  this  technology,  but  I  believe  we  can  do  it  efficiently  and 
with  minimal  amounts  of  risk  to  military  personnel.  By  the  time  we 
need  to  fight  China,  present  techniques  will  be  obsolete. 


compete  with  the  Goliaths  especially  when  the  Goliaths  have 
overwhelming  resources  and  are  using  our  money  to  promote  their 
view.  I  do  acknowledge  that  there  has  been  some  input  from 
environmental  groups. 

4  Bias:  An  example  of  bias  is  seen  in  how  different  activities  are 
viewed  in  the  EIS.  For  example  in  Vol.  II,  H-12,  mining  is  described  as 
having  a  small  but  important  role  bringing  in  $6.9  million  in  1994  and 
providing  122  jobs,  whereas  the  recreation  industry  represents  a 
SO-7  relatively  small  portion  of  the  Owyhee  County  economy.  The  report 
goes  on  to  say  that  retail  trade,  indirectly  related  to  recreation, 
reported  446  employees  in  1994  accounting  for  about  $5.9  million  in 
earnings  (US  Bureau  of  Economic  Analysis  1996).  In  my  opinion, 
given  a  chance,  recreation  will  far  out  strip  mining  in  state  revenues. 

5.  Expansion:  Why  (s  the  process  of  use  of  the  public  lands  always  one 
of  expansion  to  the  detriment  of  habitat  and  recreation?  If  federal 
(“agencies  ever  had  a  plan  to  return  public  land  to  public  use  or 
DP-49  Jenhance  it  for  the  public  good  I  would  be  astonished.  If  the  equation 
(open  public  lands  vs.  restricted  public  use)  is  always  shifted  to  the 
right,  the  fate  of  the  public  lands  is  sealed. 


6.  Bottom  line:  High  dams,  no  salmon,  low  planes,  no  sheep 


Frank  A.  Roberts  M.D. 


PR-6  Pj-  Advocacy:  Who  is  my  advocate  regarding  these  issues?  The  air 
force  and  other  agencies  have  spent  thousands  of  dollars  and  hours 
promoting  their  views.  Or  put  another  way,  how  do  the  Davids 
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0260  U.  Echo  Falla  In. 
Boif«,  ID  837H 
July  31,  1997 


0.3.  Air  Tore* 

F.O.Box  329 

Boiaa,  ID  83701-0329 


GE-2  Sir: 

For  the  paat  aavaral  year*  1  have  watched  tha  Air  Ferca  proposal 
to  «x?and  ita  training  rant*  hart  in  Idaho  tinea  t  had  to«a 
intaraat  through  two  pilots  in  tha  Air  Forca,  a  brothar  and 
a  naphaw  with  hla  naoa  on  tha  Viatnan  Manorial. 

I'v*  watchad  whila  va  want  froo  a  "8o»b  '*o  and  faad  #■” 
to  a  "Bo*b  i:  to  «ava  it.**  Patricia  Hall'a  articla  in”Tha 
Idaho  Statesman"  Thuraday,  July  31,  1997,  p.  9A  tayi  it  all. 

_ ,  *  ISinca  this  training  ranga  is  definitely  not  needed  in  light  of 
*  |  the  proxiaity  to  Savada  and  Utah,  tha  next  question  it,  "WHY?" 

Hy  guats  it  that  all  we  have  to  do  is  follow  the  Money  trail. 
Who  gains  and  who  lotas'* 

It  is  use lest  to  spend  either  «y  time  or  energy  or  a  32c  sta»p 
on  giving  a  vewpoint  but  1  wan:  to  tell  «y  grandchildren  that 
this  country  it  worth  stving  and  *o«eti»es  the  only  one  who 
benefit*  is  the  on*  protesting  in  that  h*/sh*  didn't  sell  out 
to  the  higheie  bidder,  at  I  faal  in  thie  case  the  congressmen 
and  congreiswoaan  have  done  with  the  Air  force.  Sad. 


Betty  Euginbilt 


Nancy  Rad 
tSSO  E.  Hctylana 
Bow.  10  83712 
(206P89-9169 


A$AF/BLM 
r.O  Box  329 
Boise.  ID  13701 

Once  again  1  am  pulled  tnio  a  debase  that  down's  seem  to  want  to  go  away.  I  am  a  fiscal  eonservathe  and 
■alive  Idahoan  who  n  concerned  about  her  sute's  free  and  wild  lands  being  uien  up  by  public  and  private 
development  1  oppose  plans  by  the  U  S.  Air  Force  so  expand  in  bombing  range  on  the  Owyhee 
Canyon  land 


GE-2  I  am  opposed  to  this  expansion  for  two  btuic  tt 

One,  It  it  noi  needed  and  teems  to  me  to  be  8  C 

[does  the  taxpayer  have  to  buy 7)  If  ihe  Inspect: 
needs  can  be  met  with  existing  nnges  then  wh 
the  military 


One,  It  it  nos  needed  and  teems  to  sne  to  be  a  careless  waste  of  resources.  (How  many  3900  screwdrivers 
rdoes  the  taxpayer  have  to  bvyT)  If  ihe  Inspector  General  of  the  Department  of  Defense  states  that  mining 
needs  can  be  met  with  exisrifig  ringes  then  why  would  are  we  essentially  gMng  the  public's  land  awty  io 


The  second  reason  it  the  ire*  is  not  a  barren  chunk  of  unused  land  but  a  ever  changing  high  deseri  of 
unsurpassed  beauty  In  19M.  1  floated  the  Owy  hee  Rher  with  a  group  of  fnends.  My  70-ytar-oM  father 
joined  us  for  that  trip  and  for  both  of  us  it  was  probably  our  last  opportunity  to  enjoy  Idaho's  wilderness 
together  as  wt  had  to  many  times  during  our  lu  es  My  father  and  t  marveled  at  the  natural  beauty  and 
understood  wby  this  spot  has  been  considered  for  a  national  park  or  monument  W«  agreed  that  that 
designation  might  spoil  the  eanyontands  pristine  beauty  with  the  accompanying  national  attention  and 
increased  traffic  Certainty  an  area  that  is  worthy  of  national  park  recognition  and  a  river  worthy  of  wild 
and  scenic  designation  should  not  be  denigrated  by  tonic  booms,  toxic  chemicals,  specifically  Titanium 
Tetrachloride,  and  other  associated  ill*. 

Idahoans  are  becoming  ircreaslngty  aware  of  our  sute's  natural  treasures  and  the  necessity  of  protecting 
them  t  betieve  native  Idahoans  will  no  longer  be  complacent  about  protecting  our  sutural  henuge 
Newcomen  to  the  state  are  more  emphatic  about  conservation  after  seeing  the  places  where  they  grew  up 
trashed  by  development  and  progress  Selling  an  expanded  bombing  range  will  be  a  difficult  jc*  and  t 
believe  that  the  attempt  will  only  backfire  by  causing  more  negative  sentiment  about  the  Air  Force 
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U.S,  Air  Force/BLM 
?0  Box  329 

Boise,  ID  83702-0329 


GE-1  Gentlemen: 


(UA  3h  Hfl 


000301 


I  am  another  citizen  opposed  to  expanding  bombing  range  in  Idaho. 
Your  propaganda  on  the  subject  is  devious  and  meretricious.  Fools 
nobody.  You've  got  all  the  land  you  need  alreay  in  Nevada  and  Utah 
for  bombing  to  smithereens.  Defense  does  not  require  it.  Every 
time  the  military  wants  another  taxpayer  scam,  they  say  it's  for 
defense.  This  is  a  boldfaced  lie  and  we  don't  buy  it. 

We  who  live  here  wish  to  preserve  what's  left  of  our  beautiful 
environment  for  future  generations,  as  well  as  for  cur  own  safety 
and  protection--  including  protection  from  the  noise  of  bombing 
ranges,  which  would  scatter  animals  out  of  thfer  habitats  and  drive 
poeple  out  of  their  homes.  It  would  scar  acres  and  acres  of  now 
untouched  wilderness.  The  only  people  who  want  this  are  a  few 
military  offices  and  a  few  citizens  who  see  SPROFITS  coming  their 
way.  WHY  THE  HECK  SHOULd  AMERICAN  CITIZENS  HAVE  TO  PUT  UP  WITH 
BOMBING  THE  LAND  IN  THEIR  OWN  COUNTRY,  IN  THEIR  HOMES???? 

THE  MAJORITY  DO  NOT  WANT  THIS  VISITED  UPON  THEM.  WE  ARE  A 
DEMOCRACY,  AND  IN  A  DEMOCRACY  THE  MAJORITY  IS  SUPPOSED  TO  RULE. 

I  ask  vpu  to  stop  this  plan  immediately. 

20O^N17th  St  V  / 

Boise  ID  83702  ' 


Beverly  GhoUon 
1950  Wood  Duck  Ui* 
Boise.  ID  *3706 
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| O  H  N  BRILEY 


USAF/BLM 
PO  Box  329 
Boise.  ID  83701-0329 

RE:  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS)  Owyhee  Training  Range  Expansion 
GE-2  Dear  Sir  or  Madam; 

1  am  writing  to  express  my  concern  about  the  USAF’s  proposal  to  expand  the 
[training  range  in  the  Owyhee  canyonlands.  The  training  range  expansion  is  not  needed 
PN*  1  [  and  is  not  legally  supported  by  the  DEIS. 

As  a  resident  of  Idaho  and  recreational  user  of  the  Owyhee  canyonlands,  I  am  very 
concerned  about  the  effect  of  increased  air  traffic  on  the  unique  wildlife,  such  as  California 
desert  bighorn  sheep,  peregrine  falcons,  mountain  lions,  bobcat,  and  sage  grouse,  as  well 
as  the  impact  on  the  enjoyment  of  the  Bruneau  and  Owyhee  rivers.  These  are  very  special 
areas,  not  only  to  Idahoans  but  to  the  entire  country. 

”  Some  of  the  points  which  1  find  particularly  troublesome  are  the  lack  of  thorough, 
complete  studies  and  the  lack  of  mitigation  plans.  There  are  no  plans  to  mitigate  the 
Dp-42  2Hin,aSe  t0  *he  bighorn  sheep  population  and  other  wildlife  Also  mitigation  of  recreational 
RV-6  fuses  has  not  been  adequately  addressed. 

In  summary,  I  request  that  the  USAF  not  be  granted  permission  for  the  enhanced 
training  range  in  the  Owyhee  canyonlands  area.  Thank  you  for  your  consideration  of  these 
comments. 


U.S. Air  Force/  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
P.O.  Box  329 

Boise,  Idaho,  83702-0329 


GE-1  Sirs: 


The  expansion  of  the  Mountain  Home  training 
range  Is  something  that  every  serviceman  of  any 
re.r.k  ought  to  oppose. 

We  now  have  a  volunteer  profess  tonal  service. 

In  a  superficial  sense  they  ere  removed  from  the 
normal  concerns  of  civilian  life.  Yet,  as  our 
life  spans  extend,  most  servicemen  will  someday 
return  to  civilian  life  not  only  as  retirees,  but 
as  active  citizens,  probably  in  a  second  profession, 
and  certainly  as  parents  end  grandparents. 

For  their  own  retirement,  for  their  family 
life,  for  their  children  and  grandchildren,  the 
preservation  of  the  few  pristine  natural  environ¬ 
ments  that  still  remain  in  our  country  is  both 
a  duty  and  a  desired  goal. 

They  know,  and  we  know,  that  the  immediate 
professional  gain  they  might  achieve  by  getting 
this  land  put  under  their  control  is  fleeting 
compared  to  the  damage  it  will  create  for  generation 
to  come.  They  know,  so  we  know,  chat  gLven  chr. 
range  of  modern  aircraft  there  is  r.o  real  need 
for  it,  given  the  huge  acreage  available  to  them 
in  neighboring  Nevada. 

God  is  not  making  any  more  spots  as  beautiful 
and  enriching  as  the  spot  in  southern  Idaho  they 
wish  to  turn  into  a  target  for  bombs  and  missies. 

We  all  ought  to  recognize  that  such~a  cmirse" 
is  a  mistake.  You  re/  /'  (' 

Po.3o<  „  /~C^- ? 

Ketchuta,  Idaho  w  JCfHN  BRILEY  / 


jtfHS  BRILEY 
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OOCOOS 


Aug us*  I,  1997 
USAF/BLM 
P.O.  Box  329 
Boise,  ID  83701 


QE.J  To  Whom  It  May  Concern, 

It  hit  come  to  my  attention  that  the  USAF  would  like  to  turn  Southwestern  Idaho,  and  the 
Owyhee  Cinyonlinds  in  particular,  into  a  supersonic  bombing  range.  I  recently  spent  30 
days  in  this  part  of  the  country.  During  this  time  I  became  very  familiar  with  the  Owyhee 
Cinyonlinds  and  the  diverse  wildlife  that  is  contained  within.  I  strongly  believe  that  the 
bombing  range  should  not  be  approved  for  this  wild,  scenic,  beautiful  and  biologically 
diverse  area. 

Whereas  I  understand  the  need  to  continually  train  USAP  pilots  and  hone  the  skills 
necessary  to  defend  our  country  I  do  not  see  the  need  to  severely  damage  a  pristine 
wilderness  area,  such  as  the  Owyhee,  in  the  process.  More  than  three  million  acres  in 
Idaho,  Oregon  and  Nevada  would  be  affected  by  the  establishment  of  this  bombing  range 
These  .millions  of  acres  ire  not  wastelind,  but  in  fact  a  beautiful  abundant  and  biodrierse 
region  of  rolling  plateaus  cut  by  dramstic  canyons.  The  area  is  a  haven  for  California 
bighorn  sheep,  golden  eagles,  peregrine  falcons,  pronghorn  antelope,  mule  deer,  elk, 
cougar,  sage  grouse  and  may  other  species  of  wildlife.  These  species  and  the  humans,  like 
myself;  that  travel  through  the  canyons  would  be  adversely  affected  by  the  noise  and 
chemical  pollution  caused  by  the  bombing.  Although  you  may  not  currently  have  access 
to  information  that  truly  determines  the  effects  of  noise  levels,  sonic  booms  and  super¬ 
sonic  operations  on  animals,  natural  structures,  and  humans  1  find  h  hard  to  believe  that 
these  effects  could  benefit  the  wild  community.  In  short,  this  bombing  range  is  not 
wanted.  Furthermore,  h  is  not  needed  to  save  the  Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base  It  is 
not  beneficial  for  the  land,  the  wildlife,  the  people  of  Idaho,  nor  for  those  of  us  around  the 
country  who  have  experienced  the  awe-inspiring  beauty  of  the  Owyhee. 

1  know  that  the  sole  fact  that  the  Owyhee  area  is  a  pristine,  beautiful,  and  magical 
wilderness  will  not  save  it.  Yet,  as  1  browse  through  the  many  pictures  that  capture  the 
month  I  spent  there  this  beauty  is  whit  makes  my  bean  soar.  As  our  population  expands 
true  natural  areas  become  smaller  and  harder  to  come  by.  Surely  even  the  air  force 
generals  and  pilots  recognize  the  magic  of  s  sky  smothered  with  stars,  clean  fiesb  air,  the 
beauty  of  a  sunrise  and  the  peace  and  silence  that  accompany  a  sunset.  Surely',  they  want 
to  share  this  same  beauty,  not  bomb-battered  refuse  land,  with  their  families. 

The  Owyhee  Cinyonlinds  embody  all  that  the  USAF  fights  to  save:  Freedom  Please 
consider  my  request  and  withdraw  your  proposal 


Sincerely,  __ 

EflenC  Ldtk 
4018  Bluebonnet  #C 
Houston,  TX  77025 
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From:  James  Fiocchini 
P.O.  Box  H  79 
Bellevue,  ID.  83313 


GE*2  To  whom  it  may  concem- 


I  am  writing  to  voice  my  opposition  to  the  proposed  bombing  range  in  the  Owyhee  canyon  in 
Southwest  Idaho.  I  am  opposed  for  the  following  reasons: 

PN-14  pthe  USAF  (United  States  Air  Force)  has  stated  the  bombing  range  is  not  needed. 

LTFrom  what  I  understand,  the  draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  is  not  thorough  and 
flawed  in  many  areas.  Such  as:  much  information  covered  in  the  (EIS)  is  deceptive  and 
“misleading,  ie., wildlife  studies,  noise  analysis,  pollution,  etc.;  The  USAF  is  not  taking 
BI-44  responsibility  to  recover  damage  to  wildlife,  ie.,  the  bighorn  sheep  population,  golden  eagles, 
etc.; 

There  seems  to  be  a  real  lack  of  concern  and  any  viable  responsibility  towards  the  Shoshone- 
CU-2  Paiute  Tribe  in  regards  to  their  rights  of  the  land  and  other  sovereignty  issues.  This  behavior  and 
attitude  that  exists  amidst  the  government  institutions,  chiefly  amongst  the  mi!itary(in  my 
observations),  towards  the  Narive  Americans  in  this  country  is  hideous,  an  outrage  and  a  serious 
embarrassment!  1  ask  when  will  this  consciousness  and  behavior  cease? 

[That  area  is  one  of  the  gems  that  exist  in  the  state.  Recreation,  one  of  the  largest  income 
SO-4  I  producers  in  the  state,  will  be  seriously  damaged  with  a  bombing  range  in  place. 

have  been  to  numerous  public  hearings  regarding  this  proposal  for  a  bombing  range  in  the 
Owyhee  canyon  over  the  last  8  or  10  years.  THE  PUBLIC  DID  NT  WANT  IT  THEN  AND  WE 
DONT  WANT  IT  NOW! 

-  That  area  of  the  country  is  very  rich  in  both  medicinal  botanicals  and  other  valuable  flora  as  a 
genetic  seed  base. 

-The  integrity  of  the  land  and  the  shear  beauty  and  deep  spiritual  aspect  of  what  presently  exists 
is  at  serious  stake. 

These  are  some  of  the  reasons  I  do  not  want  to  see  a  bombing  range  implemented  in  the  Owyhee 
canyon. 

Thank*  you  for  your  time  and  concern. 

James  Fiocchini 
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Mary  C.  St.  John 
H7JSo  Oakland  Av« 
Pasadena.  California  91 106-03* 


July  27,  1997 


US  Air  Force 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
?.0.  Box  329 

Boise,  Idaho  83701-0329 

GE-1  Dear  Sir: 

I  would  like  to  express  my  deep  concern*  and  objections  to  the 
proposed  bombing  range  in  the  Owyhee  Canyon  land*  area.  This  high 
d-sert  region  provides  a  home  for  one  of  the  largest  populations 
of  California  desert  bighorn  sheep  in  America,  and  is  the  sole 
source  of  transplant  atock  for  re-establishing  the  species  ip 
nine  western  states.  Certainly  I  would  think  that  we  have  enough 
bombing  ranges  already  available  such  that  we  do  not  have  to 
destroy  this  beautiful  and  pristine  area. 


U  S.  Air  Foree/Buresu  of  Land  Management 
Post  Office  Bo*  329 
Bone.  Idaho  13701-0329 


"?C - GjVJ  V*  <n  * 

Kenneth  M.  Hondal,  MD 


Kenneth  M.  Horn 
Ophthalmology 


KMTV20.MS17.7468 
D:  07/27/97 

T:  07/29/97 


Re:  Proposed  Expansion  of  the  Mountiin  Home  Air  Force  Base  Bombing  Range 


GE-1  *>•**" 


la  fane  of  thil  yew.  I  had  Ae  opportunity  to  take  a  ill  d»y  white*-  x  rafting  vacation  down  the  Jarbridge 
Sr^ex:  FJ*=r:.  tha  Br_a:aa  pcrior.  :f  ."tc  ortp.  v:  u.v  an  J  heard  jeu  and  plane*  flying  to  the 

Mounuin  Home  AirForot  Base  t  learned  that  thee*  it  a  propose#  expansion  of  the  Air  Force’ ium  of  this 
airspace  My  opinion  it  that  further  use  of  the  xirspacc  over  there  riven  for  mlliury  purpotet  would  greatly 
reduce  the  value  of  these  rtu  for  tourism  and  «her  civilian  uses. 

The  river  valley*  are  extremely  beautiful  and.  thut  far.  particularly  pristine.  1  have  floated  a  number  of 
Other  riven  in  the  West.  including  the  Colorado  through  the  Grand  Canyon,  the  Snake  and  Salmon  through 
Idaho,  and  the  Flathead  St»er  through  Mon  hem  Montana.  The  Jatbridgt  and  Bruneau  are  special.  The  arcs 
they  travel  through  it  not  well  known  to  tourists  The  campsites  available  on  the  river,  aod  the  plants 
growing  near  the  river,  arc  virtually  untouched.  Very  few  parts  of  the  lower  United  States  remain  as 
unspoiled  u  thil  area.  Preserving  It  as  an  area  for  touriim  would  be  hi  highetl  and  belt  use.  Studiet  of 
leisure  time  indicate  mote  time  if  being  spent  out-of  doors.  The  overuse  cl  National  Parks  »uch  at 
Yoicmite  and  the  Grand  Canyon  has  been  documented.  Mora  areas  for  outdoor  re  ere*  lion  are  needed,  not 
leu 

As  a  California  resident.  I  am  familiar  with  the  many  closure*  of  military  facilities,  both  In  California  and  In 
Other  pwu  of  the  West.  These  existing  or  recently  doted  military  sites  have  ■  history  of  military  use,  and 
the  support  of  the  communities  surrounding  their  operations  If  greater  land  is  needed  for  military  use.  it 
teem*  fw  preferable,  and  less  costly,  to  use  existing  sitet,  not  expand  operations  into  virgin  territory. 

Thank  you  for  considering  try  opinion 


Maty  C.  Si  John  / 
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H09  Main  Street 
Boise.  Idaho  33702 


000346  fos'  L  ibLuJ- 

jUL  j.%  /ft? 


July  31,  1997 


Ms.  Brenda  Cook 
U.S.  Air  Force/a. L.M. 

f. O.  Box  329 

3oise,  Idaho  83701-0329 
GE-1  Dear  Ms.  Cook; 

f che  Owy-hee  Plaza  Hotel  and  I  support  the  enhanced  air  to 

g. our.d  training  areas  in  Southwest  Idaho,  currently  proposed  by  the 
U.S.  Air  Force.  This  training  area  is  for  the  use  of  the  Sa’*lor 
Creek  Range;  U0  thousand  acre  training  area  and  the  training  area 
uced\Sfr£  *  Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base.  These  areas  are  to  be 
used  by  the  composite  wing  stationed  there  and  the  Idaho  National 

Hc?I M?  F««  B?»*Minn9.th'  Cr*inl"s  •«rcl“s  ”Uh  «•*  "ounwin 

adduTonal^ra^lning0  *rea  wMrt  T.  E*l£gS£c.  "to'Vh.  *,£„££ 

of™D«(enMFOre*  3**e’  th*  Idaho  Na‘-ional  Ou»rd,  and  the  D«p»rtmsnt 


Lairry  J.  Hay 
Getisraj  f-fmag- 


33GPI 

OWYHEE  PLAZA  HOTEL 


cc:  Roy  Eiguren 

Vice  Chairman  of  the  Governmental  Affairs 


GE4  'Z  (iC~  ^ 

'J2  jUnuJjt 


JU/+ 

x/u^ 


11C9  Main  Street  *  Bo  1st,  Idaho  S  "02  •  (208)343-4611 
For  R«*rvjitions  Call  1-300-233-4611 
A  O  Grind  Tradition  Hot«U 


00GD47 


00G348 


U.S.  Air  Force 
p.O.  Box  329 
Boise,  ID  83701-0329 


GE-1  Gentlemen; 


just  to  Inform  you  that  i  do  support 
your  efforts  to  expand  the  training  range 
out  of  the  Mountain  Hone,  ID  AFB. 

Je/ry  Langepfeld  fl 


013  No.  3dth'-St.  ' 
1-101 

Boise,  ID  83702 


GE-1 


7/^/f; 
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Thursday,  July  31,  1997 

Brian  &  Norma  Ellison 
Box  1083 

Sun  Valley,  Idaho  83353 
Phone  208.726.3341 
FAX  208.726.5317 

U.S  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Box  329 

Boise,  Idaho  83702 
G  E  - 1  To  Whom  It  May  Concern: 

This  letter  is  in  reference  to  the  proposed  expansion  of  the  Mountain  Home  electronic 
warfare  training  range.  I  do  not  favor  any  expansion  of  the  existing  range 

The  Air  Force  already  controls  approximately  90V.  of  the  air  space  over  Nevada  for  its 
training  purposes  and  more  than  enough  air  space  over  Idaho.  The  available  training 
apace  in  Nevada  is  easily  reached  for  that  purpose.  This  "enhancement"  is  not  needed  for 
safety,  preparedness  or  crucial  to  our  defense  efforts 

The  fighter  jets  from  Mountain  Home  continue  to  fly  low  noisy  flights  over  the  Sun  Valley 
area.  I  have  actually  had  a  fighter  jet  fly  below  me  while  climbing  in  one  of  the  most 
pristine  canyons  in  this  area.  With  the  lack  of  regard  shown  by  the  pilots  for  the  solitude 
and  beauty  of  this  portion  of  Idaho,  I  see  no  reason  to  permit  the  Air  Force  to  expand 
their  bombing  /  electronic  warfare  range  to  disrupt  any  larger  sections  of  Idaho. 


WPIGHT  BROTHERS 

THE  BUHOiNG  COMPANY 


Governor  Phil  Batt 
Margaret  Macdonald-Stewan 


0  . 

Washington  Federal  Savings 

lOUOFAlRVlFa'AVt 
BOISE.  ID  4)70* -8!  1? 

PO  BOX +476 
POISE.  ID  8)711 -4+76 
C08)  )?M6+0  FAX  •  COfl)  376-7JS7 


Mi  Brenda  Cook 
U  S  Air  Force'B  L  M 
PO  Box  339 
Boil*.  Idaho  13701-0379 


JLE  Support  foi  Additiuoi!  Training  Arcs 


To  ’Ahom  It  May  Concern 


W«  at  Weight  Brothm.  The  Building  Company  support  the  enhanced  air  to  ground  training  areas  m 
Southwest  Idaho,  ai  proposed  by  the  U  S  Air  Forts  We  feel  that  It  is  necessary  in  times  ofbodget  cut 
backs  to  keep  our  military  trained  and  prepared  to  deter  any  threats  to  our  national  security  and  citiaens. 

This  enhanced  training  area  will  allow  the  composite  wing  at  Mountain  Hone  and  the  Air  Guard  in  Boise  to 
maintain  a  true  of  readiness  »hich  will  allow  them  to  react  immediately  to  crisis  situations  defending  the 
United  States  and  her  citizens 

The  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  is  not  only  good  for  the  United  States  but  is  also  good  for  fdiho.  We  should 
Support  one  of  Idaho’s  largest  employers.  There  have  been  many  studies  done  about  the  impact  on  the  ires 
ibo*e  which  the  fly  ant  «n!J  be  located,  some  stating  that  there  will  be  no  impact  *nd  some  showing  major 
impart,  but  as  an  Idahoan  who  has  hunted,  camped  and  recreated  in  the  i*«i  for  over  30  years  I  have  seen 
very  tittle  change  in  the  area  since  the  Air  Force  has  trained  there.  There  is  mueh  more  impact  flom 
hunters,  campers  »nd  over  paring  than  by  planes  flying  over  It. 

Terry  Hsyden,  Treasurer 


000391 


The  proposed  add.  non  a  I  (raining  range  in  Southwest  Idaho  is  needed,  is  logical  and  is 
reasonable  and  should  be  approved 


Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  this  issue 


Dale  R  SuHivai 
Vice-President 


Ms  Brenda  Cook 
US  Air  Force/B  L  M. 

PO  Box  329 
Boise  ID  83701-0329 

GE-1  Dear  Ms  Cook: 

The  United  States  Air  Force  has  been  using  the  Saylor  Creek  Training  Range  for  over  50 
years.  Yet  that  range  has  nut  been  bombed  into  oblivion  and  the  wildlife  on  and  around  the 
range  continue  to  thrive  It  seems  that  the  Air  Force  has  been  an  extremely  good  steward  of 
the  land. 

Now.  once  again  we  ire  faced  with  a  proposal  for  additional  training  area  for  Mountain  Home 
Air  Force  Base  And  again  out  of  state  interests  such  as  the  Sierra  Club  are  attempting  to 
distort  the  truth  and  drum  up  public  support  against  the  range 

As  free  people,  we  Americans  often  seem  to  forget  that  our  freedom  was  won  and  has  been 
protected  by  the  men  and  women  who  went  into  harms  way  and  fought  for  this  country  It  is 
truly  a  sad.  yet  undeniable  fact  that  the  need  for  our  military  will  continue  To  ask  our 
military  people  to  defend  this  country  without  the  best  possible  training  is  an  incredibly 
arrogant  request 

Although  a  small  group  of  special  interests  will  certainly  be  in  opposition  to  this  new 
proposal,  the  vast  majority  of  Idaho  citizens  have  supported  past  proposals,  and  will  support 
this  one  as  well 


cc  Roy  Eiguren 
Ray  Stark 
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USAFjBLM 
PO  Box  329 
Boise,  Idaho  83701 

GE-1  To  Whom  It  May  Concern: 

I  oppose  the  expansion  of  the  bombing  range  in  the  desert  canyonlands  of  Idaho. 

These  lands  contain  rare  and  beautiful  flora  and  fauna.  The  delicate  and  pristine  desert 
environment  provides  outstanding  habitat  for  many  species  of  animals,  including  the 
largest  herd  of  California  Bighorn  Sheep. 

The  area  is  considered  sacred  to  the  Native  Americans  and  contains  many  ancient 
artifacts  that  are  Important  to  their  history  and  culture. 

This  area  will  someday  be  recognized  worldwide  as  one  of  the  most  outstanding 
remnants  of  desert  wilderness  remaining  on  the  planet. 

To  condemn  this  area  to  use  as  a  practice  field  for  the  USAF  to  run  bombing  missions  is 
a  short-sighted,  insensitive  and  ptain  stupid  idea.  The  necessity  of  expansion  of  the 
bombing  range  is  questionable.  Even  if  a  necessity  exists,  surely  there  are  more 
suitable  areas  where  the  USAF  can  play  wargames. 
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Roger  u.  williams 

<915  LURRY  uSi 
.MERIDIAN,  10  «M4J 
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Tim  Thomas 
127  Exhibition 
PO  Box  3234 
Ketchum,  Idaho  83340 
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U.S.  Air  Force 
P.O.  Box  329 
Boise,  ID  83702-0329 

July  30,  1997 


GE-1  After  careful  review  of  the  E.I.S.  covering  the  proposed 
alternatives  for  enhanced  training  in  Idaho,  I  have  reach  a 
conclusion.  I  am  requesting  that  the  no  action  alternative  be 
followed.  Here  are  my  reasons: 

1,  Too  many  people  enjoy  these  lands  for  recreational  use.  And  no 
marter  how  much  gloss  is  put  behind  probable  noise  levels  and 
limited  road  building  and  construction,  the  recreational  value  of 
these  lands  (primarily  the  solitude)  will  be  lost. 

2)  These  lands  are  too  fragile  to  become  a  mock  battlefield. 
Certainly  grazing  and  farming  have  destroyed  much  of  the  native 
vegetation  and  cryptogamic  crust,  what  remains  of  a  healthy  great 
basin  desert  needs  to  be  protected  and  revitalized,  not  further  used 
In  an  Intrusive  manner.  Already  cattle  grazing  in  this  dessert  is 
declining  and  conservation  groups  are  slowly  purchasing  what 
private  lands  are  available.  Proactive  efforts  to  revise  the  dessert 
ecosystem  will  be  made  by  those  who  love  the  desert  {  i.e. 
recreational  users). 

3)  l  can  find  no  compelling  need  for  this  range.  Certainly  not  at 
the  environmental  and  intrusive  cost  that  would  occur.  Efforts  are 
underway  to  make  this  area  a  wilderness.  I  believe  that  a  wilderness 
designation  will  serve  Americans  much  better  in  the  long  run  than  a 
larger  military  base. 


&i2^- 


Charles  Burke 
P.O.  Box  2741 
Pullman,  WA  99164 


P.O.  Box  192 
Blue  River,  OR  97413 
July  3 1,  1997 


U.S.  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Lard  Management 

P.O.  Box  329 

Boise,  ID  83701-0329 

GE-1  To  Whom  ft  May  Concern, 

I  am  writing  today  to  express  my  concerns  about  the  proposed  bombing  range  in  the 
Owhyee  Canyonlands  This  area  is  home  to  one  of  the  largest  California  desert  bighorn 
sheep  populations  left  in  this  country.  This  particular  herd's  population  is  already 
dwindling  according  to  a  recent  census.  It  is  unspeakable  to  think  that  their  existence 
would  be  threatened  further  to  create  yet  another  training  ground  for  the  military. 

Even  without  the  bighorn  herd,  wildlands  such  as  the  Owhyee  Canyonlands  need  to  be 
managed  to  protect  the  intrinsic  wilderness  values  not  the  short  sighted  desires  of  the 
military.  There  is  no  question  that  our  country  needs  an  effective  military  but  we  don’t 
need  to  continue  to  give  the  military  permission  to  expand  their  training  areas  further  into 
this  nations  wildlands  where  their  activities  will  have  far  reaching  negative  impact 
ecologically.  Enough  of  the  United  States  has  been  set  aside  for  the  military  already, 

I  strongly  urge  the  U.S.  Air  Force  and  the  BLM  to  halt  any  further  planning  for  the 
establishment  of  a  bombing  range  in  the  Owhyee  Canyonlands. 
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July  31,  1997 

USAF/BLM 
P.O.  Box  329 
Boise,  ID  83701-0329 


Dear  US  Air  Force/BLM, 


I  am  writing  in  opposition  to  the  enhanced  training  range  proposal  in  Owyhee 
County,  Idaho. 


Having  visited  the  Little  Jacks  Creek  area  for  the  first  time  over  Memorial 
weekend  this  year,  I  was  impressed  with  the  beauty  and  solitude  of  the  area 
I  cannot  imagine  planes  on  training  exercises  flying  500  feet  over  this  area. 
The  bighorn  sheep  we  viewed  through  a  spotting  scope  were  spectacular! 

The  enhanced  training  range  proposal  does  not  attempt  to  mitigate  damage  to 
the  bighorn  sheep  and  other  wildlife. 


PN-1 


While  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  statement  does  not  meet  the 
requirements  of  the  NEPA,  my  primary  objection  to  the  range  is  simply  that  h 
is  NOT  NEEDED.  The  Air  Force  itself  has  said  this.  It  already  has 
thousands  of  acres  of  airspace  in  the  desert  West,  enough  for  its  legitimate 
needs. 


The  loss  of  quiet,  the  effect  on  present  and  future  recreation,  the  effects  on 
precious  wildlife,  and  the  economic  value  of  this  area  for  the  future  are  all  too 
great  to  allow  a  bombing  range  that  is  not  needed.  No,  we  do  not  need  and  I 
do  want  the  bombing  range  in  Owyhee  County!  Please  do  not  allow  it  at  all. 
And  please,  let’s  go  on  to  more  needed  ways  to  spend  our  dollars. 


Thank  you  for  your  attention  to  my  comments. 


Frank  C.  Honasterio 
430  North  Bth  East 
Mountain  hoe*,  Idaho  836-47 
July  31,  1997 


USAF/ELM 
P.O.  Box  329 

Boise,  Idaho  83701-C329 


GE-2  CSAF/BLMs 

This  Is  a  cement,  for  Inclusion  In  the  record,  on  the  proposed  Ihhanced  Training  In 
Idaho. 

I  find  that  the  Initial  environmental  Inpact  statement  for  this  proposed  bombing 
range  is  inadequate  both  in  its  approach  and  content. 


PN-2 


The  stat«**nt  of  need  Is  Inadequate.  The  need  for  more  training  rang*  space  In  the 
western  ttiited  States  carnet  be  documented  without  a  comprehensive  evaluation  of 
the  existing  range  space  as  compared  to  current  and  future  need.  This  the  Air  Force 
continues  to  refuse  to  do. 


BI-54 

RV-6 

mi 


In  other  areas  as  well  the  draft  environmental  impact  statement  fails  to  comply 
with  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act.  For  example,  no  attempt  has  been  made 
to  mitigate  damage  to  the  California  Bighorn  Sheep  population  tr.d  other  affected 
wildlife.  No  meaningful  mitigation  measures  have  been  provided  to  protect  recrea¬ 
tional  use  seasons  on  the  Bruneau  and  Jarbidge  Fivers.  The  concerns  of  the  Shoshcne- 
Taiute  Tribes  regarding  sacred  sites  and  other  sovereignty  Issues  have  not  been 
Taken  seriously. 


This  is  a  bombing  range  which  should  not  be  built. 


Sincerely,  / 

Frank  C.  Hcnasterlo 


Very  truly  yours, 


ft- 


Barbara  J.  Roberts 
1701  N.  21st  Street 
Boise,  Idaho  83702 


Mike  Misner 


00G35S 


indicated  that  hunting  would  be  adversely  affected,  only  18%  oflhe  respondents  identified 
lack  of  game  as  a  problem  Of  those  seeking  solitude,  only  1 4%  of  the  respondents  found 
“too  many  other  visitors”  to  be  a  problem  80%  of  the  visitors  had  no  problem  with 
livestock  graring  Moreover,  while  float  boating  is  lauded  as  a  “quality"  experience,  70% 
said  there  is  not  enough  water  for  enjoyable  boating  The  highest  rated  problems  were 
poor  roads,  unavailability  of  toilet  facilities  and  limited  access— all  of  which  may  be 
improved  by  the  training  range  development. 


The  BSU  questionnaire  also  examined  the  perceived  uniqueness  of  the  area  relative  to 
recreation  opportunities  and  use  The  results  showed  that  more  than  70%  of  the  visitors 
to  the  ROI  said  that  there  were  other  places  where  they  could  go  for  the  same  activities 
and  experiences  Furthermore,  the  other  places  were  rated  by  the  visitors  as  comparable 
to  the  RO!  and  the  alternative  areas  are  in  Idaho  This  is  not  some  rare  and  unusual  area, 
only  to  be  defiled  by  the  expansion  or  enhancement  of  the  training  range 


US  Air  Force/Bureau  Of  Land  Management 

PO  Box  329 

Boise,  ID  83702-0329 

GE-1  Ladies  And  Gentlemen 

1  have  reviewed  your  Draft  Environmental  Impact  statement  on  the  Enhanced  Training 
Range  in  Idaho.  It  is  well  Prepared  Your  description  of  the  rather  complex  Proposed 
Actions  and  Alternatives  are  complete  and  easy  to  read  I  have  the  following  comments 
on  your  document: 

411.  Recreation  and  Visual.  Ertvlronmentaf  Consequences 

Your  finding  of  no  significant  impact  would  be  strengthened  if  you  included,  in  the 
Background  Section  on  page  4-202,  some  of  the  data  contained  on  pages  4-3  and  4-4  of 
the  BSU  Visitor  Use  Survey,  1991  Some  of  the  information  that  should  be  included  for 
the  ROI  are  listed  below 

The  six  most  predominant  recreation  activities  listed  by  survey  respondents,  in  the  order  of 
importance,  are  fishing,  hiking,  sight  swing,  hunting,  car  camping  and  boaiing  It  is  clear 
from  the  data  that  a  visit  commonly  involved  more  than  one  activity  It  should  be  noted 
that  boating  is  occurring,  but  at  lower  levels  compared  to  other  activities 

Problems  encountered  while  recreating  were  addressed  in  the  survey  Some  of  that  data  is 
interesting.  For  example,  75%  of  the  respondents  indicated  that  aircraft  overflights  were 
little  to  no  problem  for  the  visitor.  While  critics  of  the  training  range  proposal  have  long 


This  data  strongly  suggests  that  although  military  range  activity  may  be  perceived  as 
conflicting  with  some  primitive  recreation,  valuable  recreation  experiences  are  being 
achieved  within  and  adjacent  to  the  training  range  area  and  are  unlikely  to  be  affected 
by  the  ETR 

4.8. 5. 2.  Larze  Mammals.  ErTviro/mentaf  Consequences. 

You  may  want  to  consider  adding  the  following  information  to  this  section  on  California 
bighorn  sheep  It  is  interesting  to  note  that  that  the  number  orbighom  sheep  increased 
(tripled)  from  about  329  in  1987  to  1,033  animals  in  1990  (Table  7-J,  1 1 K).  This  increase 
coincided  with  a  major  charge  in  the  method  employed  to  count  the  sheep  In  1990  a 
lightablity  model  was  developed  and  used  to  analyte  variables  of  activity  and  habitat 
The  results  of  that  model  ippeir  to  be  mafic,  predicting  1082  animats  in  1992,  858  in 
1993.  336  in  1994  and  401  in  1990  Population  counts  of  big  game  animals,  with  or 
without  models,  have  never  been  an  exact  science  Have  the  numbers  of  sheep  really 
declined  in  1994  and  1996  or  is  the  new  counting  system  simply  reflecting  more  accurate 
data  with  use"*  In  other  words,  did  the  increase  in  numbers  of  animals  reported  in  1990- 
1993  really  exist? 

King  and  Workman  (1980).  Kxousman  (1992)  found  that  mountain  sheep  will  run  a  few 
meters  when  disturbed  by  low  level  overflights  and  their  heart  rates  wilt  increase  slightly, 
returning  to  normal  in  less  than  two  minutes  My  doctor  has  been  trying  to  get  me  to  run 
a  few  meters  and  increase  my  heart  rate  for  years.  He  indicates  that  it  is  good  for  cardio¬ 
vascular  health  Perhaps  the  .Air  Force  overflights  are  actually  exercising  the  sheep  in 
manner  that  promotes  good  physical  conditioning  And  of  course,  good  physical 
conditioning  will  undoubtedly  result  in  improved  reproductive  potential  The  Air  Force, 
acting  in  it’s  role  of  "personal  trainers"  for  the  sheep,  are  not  only  furnishing  beneficial 
exercise  but  may  be  contributing  to  increased  animal  numbers  as  well 
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From  a  review  of  these  two  sections,  it  would  appear  that  prehistoric  culture  resource  are 
predominantly  lithic  scatters,  undoubtedly  containing  a  few  arrowheads,  and  historic 
cultural  resources  encompass  long  abandoned  trappings  of  early  white  settlement  (garbage 
dumps)  and  remnants  of  early  ranching  operations  (collapsed  houses)  There  are  a  few 
National  Register  sites  present  and  the  several  sites  that  are  eligible  for  the  Natural 
Register  have  apparently  never  been  nominated.  There  is  no  Roman  Forum,  Coliseum, 
Pantheon,  Parthenon,  Agora,  Temple  of  Apollo  at  Delphi  or  Celsius  Library  of  Ephesus 
situated  in  the  ROI.  Decision-makers  need  to  maintain  some  perspective  in  the  judgment 
of  the  significance  of  the  cultural  resources  present. 


Currently,  there  is  and  has  been  a  wealth  of  data  and  information  available  to  determine 
the  environmental  consequences  of  the  proposed  action  and  to  select  an  alternative.  The 
Air  Force  and  the  Bureau  Of  Land  Management  need  to  complete  the  EIS  process  and 
nuke  a  decision.  More  delay  should  no  longer  be  acceptable,  The  citizens  of  Idaho  and 
the  Nation  deserve  a  halt  to  the  endless  environmental  analysis  associated  with  this 
proposed  action  and  a  termination  of  the  financial  drain  of  this  costly  process. 

If  you  have  any  questions  about  these  comments,  please  contact  me. 


August  1,  1997 


Ftovd  G.  JohnKW.  M.D. 

W.  Steven  Rudd.  M.D. 

John  G.  KIosj,  M.D. 

John  E.  Bishop.  M.D. 
Thomas  E.  Goodwin.  M.D. 
Robert  N.  Walker,  M.D. 
Ronald  St.  Kristensen,  M.D. 
David  St.  Lamey.  M.D. 
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Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  329 

Boise.  ID  83701-0329 


I  am  writing  to  express  my  opinion  regarding  the  proposed  Air  Force 
bombing  ranges  over  Owyhee  County,  Idaho.  I  feel  that  it  is  inappropriate 
for  the  Air  Force  to  fly  supersonic  flights  over  the  canyon  areas  of 
southwest  Idaho.  I  have  been  in  those  canyons  many  times  myself,  and  I 
would  find  ray  personal  enjoyment  of  the  recreational  opportunities  of  this 
state  disrupted  if  the  Air  Force  were  to  fly  planes  overhead  for  practice 


The  canyon  lands  are  particularly  sensitive  due  to  the  fact  that  there  arc 
Bighorn  sheep,  deer,  and  antelopes  in  these  areas.  The  capability  to  float 
these  rivers  is  available  to  many  residents  as  well.  Therefore,  I  feel  that 
these  canyon  land  areas  receive  high  recreational  utilization  and  should  be 
protected  from  frequent  supersonic  flights. 

In  addition.  I  would  like  to  recount  an  episode  that  happened  to  me  about 
ten  years  ago  when  I  was  driving  from  Boise  to  Winnemucci,  Nevada.  I 
was  on  Highway  95  in  eastern  Oregon  when  two  Air  Force  fighter  planes 
came  down  very  low  to  the  ground,  right  over  my  car  in  an  area  of  regular 
highway  traffic.  These  planes  could  have  been  no  more  than  50  to  100  feci 
above  my  car,  plus  they  came  from  behind  me  which  startled  me  severely. 
I  wrote  a  lener  to  the  Air  Force  at  that  time,  and  I  received  no  response. 
Those  planes  were  moving  too  fast  to  catch  any  numbers:  however,  the 
point  I  wish  to  make  is  that  the  Air  Force  pilots,  being  young  adult  rules, 
are  not  entirely  reliable  or  entirely  responsible.  I  feel  that  it  would  be  very 
inappropriate  for  pilots  to  fly  over  sensitive  environmental  areas  that  are 
commonly  used  by  recreational  citizens  of  the  State  of  Idaho. 


W.  Steven  Rudd,  M.D. 
WSR:lsp 


BOISE  ORTHOPEDIC  CLINIC,  P.A. 


Charles  S.  Link 
5920  Hill  Road 
Boise,  ID  83703 


U  S  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  329 

Boise,  ID  83702-0329 


GE-1  Dear  Sir/Madam: 


Reference  the  enclosed  July  31  commentary  from  The  Statesman  as  written  by  Ms.  Patricia  K. 
Hall. 

1  totally  agree  with  the  article.  She  has  eloquently  addressed  the  facts  and  rebutted  the  Air 
Force's  argument  that  the  expansion  of  the  Mountain  Home  training  range  is  needed. 

We  must  not  cave  in  to  the  demands  of  the  Air  Force;  Idaho's  wildlife,  flora  and,  yes,  protection 
of 'obnoxious  noise  levels"  are  not  for  sale. 

I  implore  you  to  stand  firm  on  this  issue  and  keep  Idaho's  treasures  safe  for  the  generations  to 
follow  us. 


Written  Comments 
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Dear  Sir  or  Madam' 

Please  do  not  expand  the  training  range  in  the  Owyhee  Canyonlands  From  what  I  read  in  the 

E paper*  and  in  newsletters  I  receive  from  environmental  groups  (local  and  national)  l  am  not 
convince  the  enhancement*  are  needed  Nor  am  1  convinced  that  the  Air  Force  ha*  complied  with 
the  appropriate  legal  processe*  in  it*  application 

I  do  not  pretend  to  know  or  even  care  about  the  intricacies  of  the  procedural  requirement* 
associated  with  EIS’*  and  DEIS'*  and  the  like  1  am  not  really  attempting  to  focus  on  compliance 
or  lack  of  it  with  the  established  procedures  Other  people  and  groups  can  and  already  have  made 
the  appropriate  remarks  concerning  all  these  issues 

I  speak  only  as  an  individual  who  moved  to  Idaho  nearly  thirty  years  ago  in  order  to  get  to 
pristine  wilderness  and  wide  open  spaces.  Idaho  still  is  what  America  was'  But  proposals  like  the 
current  one  for  enhancement  of  the  training  range  will,  I  think,  farther  degrade  what  is  one  of  the 
truly  unique  piece*  of  American  landscape  When  I  brag  to  people  about  Idaho  and  my  favorite 
places,  I  do  not  talk  about  the  Sawtooth*  and  the  pine  forests  There  are  lots  of  pretty  mountains 
and  trees  in  other  states  What  1  talk  about  is  the  Owyhee  Desert  1  talk  about  the  wonders  to  be 
seen  if  one  will  just  get  out  of  the  car  and  walk  a  bit:  about  deep  canyons  and  redbtnd  trout  and 
desert  bighorns  and  sensational  wild  flower*  and  Indian  artifacts  And  the  sky,  and  watching 
weather  fronts  move  across  the  landscape,  and  most  of  all,  the  silence,  the  aloneness 

I  believe  the  things  I  like  most  about  Idaho  are  seriously  jeopardised  by  the  proposal  to  expand 
the  training  range  First  of  all,  though  I  am  not  intimate  with  all  of  that  area,  most  of  the 
proposed  new  sites  I  have  seen  seemed  to  center  on  exactly  the  areas  I  know  best,  particularly  the 
Deep  Creek  and  Jacks  Creek  canyons.  I  believe  it  is  simply  unacceptable  to  jeopardize  those 
areas  1  must  admit  to  lack  of  personil  familiarity  with  the  areas  east  of  highway  5 1 ,  but  am 
convinced  that  they  must  share  the  same  virtues  as  the  rest  of  the  Canyonlandi  Second,  I  have 
already  been  nearly  blasted  off  several  buttes  in  that  country  by  low  level  aircraft  that  you  don't 
see  until  after  the  some  boon  scares  the  hell  out  of  you  I  refijse  to  believe  this  noise  does  not 
impact  desert  bighorns'  I  certainly  don’t  want  to  see  more  of  it 

The  long  and  short  of  it  is  I  care  about  this  forlorn  desert  you  propose  to  desecrate.  It  is  as  full  of 
life  and  beauty  as  the  mountains  and  forests  and  should  not  become  a  sacrifice  area  The  slight 
marginal  benefits  of  your  enhanced  training  range  do  not  justify  the  costs  you  would  impose  upon 
the  land  and  wildlife  and  people  who  use  this  miraculous  country  we  call  the  Owyhee 


Canyonlands  Let  it  be* 


3651  Vintage  Way 
Boise,  Idaho  83706 


U.S.  Ho«t  Offict 
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Yin  Nam  Offici 
>50  T«m.n  PV.U 
Da  NavC,  >7*1  Navi 
TEL:  64*51*291 10 
FAX:  64*51*21650 


L’SAF/BLM 
P.O.  Box  329 
Boise,  Idaho  83701 


GE-l  Dear  US AFELM, 


I  Mould  like  to  take  this  opportunity  of  casting  a  NO  VOTE  on  the  expanded 
bombing  range  in  southern  Idaho.  Them  am  many  reasons  why  I  am  opposed, 
chief  amongst  them,  is  the  destruction  of  habitat,  and  damage  to  the  sensitive 
environment.  I.  also,  do  not  believe  that  you  need  more  “space  Tor  your 
excercises  The  USAF  is  the  most  able  fighting  force  on  earth  and  I  firmly  believe 
that  our  current  expenditures,  excercises.  and  trainings  are  sufficient  to  meet  the 
needs  of  our  already  very  capable  fighting  men  and  women  in  uniform. 

With  budget  cuts  and  ba.«e  closures  having  a  significant  impact  on  our  tax 
and  defense  dollar*.  I  cannot  understand  why  money  would  be  spent  on  the 
expanded  bombing  range;  especially  with  all  the  opposition  from  cattlemen, 
ranchers  farmers,  native  Americans,  hunters,  environmentalist,  retired  service 
personnel,  etc.  These  shrinking  dollars  could  be  better  spent  on  other  defense  items 
-  namely,  a  better  and  more  comprehensive  medical  and  dental  program  for  military 
retirees  and  their  families.  (I  am  a  retired  Marine  lieutenant). 


i3LsL 


Mark  Stewart 

Executive  Eh  rector 

East  Meets  West  Foundation 
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FEARLESS  FARRIS  WHOLESALE,  INC. 


1716  First  Street  South 
Nimpa.  ID  83651 
August  3,  1997 


U.  S.  Air  Force/ 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.Box  329 

Boise  ID  13701-0329 


GE"  1  Ladies  A  Gentlemen: 


n  favor  of  the  proposed  training  range  as  It  has  been  planned  by  the  Air  Force. 


Ms.  Brenda  Cook 
U.  S.  Air  Force/B.L.M. 

P.  0.  Box  329 
Boise,  Idaho  83701-0329 

Re:  Support  for  Additional  Training  Area 


GE-1  Dear  Ms.  Cook, 


I  am  writing  to  you  on  behalf  of  myself  and  of  our  Company,  that  represents  about  400 
employed  people  in  the  State  of  Idaho,  to  urge  you  to  support  the  additional  training  ground 
needed  by  the  Air  Force  to  provide  them  with  the  space  they  need  to  fully  train,  in  the  most 
efficient  and  effective  way,  the  new  Air  Force  pilots. 

I  have  been  personally  to  the  current  area  and  have  watched  live  demonstrations  of 
simulated  "bombings",  while  several  cows  grazed  peacefully  in  the  pasture  immediately  adjacent 
to  that  area.  I  have  watched  "strafing  runs’  made  at  a  target  at  the  end  of  a  field,  while  two 
babies  slept  in  their  mother's  arms  standing  right  next  to  me. 

I  am  concerned  with  the  continued  cutbacks  in  the  Military,  but  for  the  most  part  agree 
with  them,  certainly  with  the  intent.  However,  the  expansion  of  the  Mountain  Home, 

Saylor  Creek  site,  makes  great  sense  to  me,  since  it  will  allow  the  training  to  be  more  complete, 
more  efficient,  and  will  be  more  effective. 

This  is  space  that  has  very  little  use  for  anything  else;  there  is  no  competition  for  this  land. 
It  is  very  open  and  because  of  our  great  climate  and  weather  conditions,  the  conditions  are 
favorable  for  flying  most  of  the  time 

Thank  you  for  your  consideration,  but  I  urge  you  to  support  this. 


Rent  Johnson,  President 


MOLLY  L.  SMITH 

Training  &  Consulting 
RO.  Box  3814 
Ketchum,  Idaho  83340 
(208)  788-1054 


U  S  Air  Forca/Bureau  of  Land  Management 
P.O.  Box  329 
Boise,  Idaho  83701 

To  Whom  It  May  Concern: 

As  a  native  Idahoan.  I  am  very  concerned  about  the  proposal  to  expand  the  Air  Force’s 
bombing  range  in  the  Owyhees.  I  am  particularly  concerned  about  Ihe  impact  on  the 
Shoshone-Paiutes  at  the  Duck  Valley  Reservation.  The  Air  Force  must  have  other 
alternatives,  the  Shoshone-Paiutes  might  not  be  so  fortunate 

Please  consider  the  human  costs  first 

Thank  you  for  your  consideration. 


ooo3-:o 


cc  Governor  Phil  Ban 


2605  Cherry  Circle 
Emmett.  Idaho  83617-5406 
August  2,  1997 
206-365-3776 


Training  Range 

U.S.  Air  Force 

3ureau  of  Land  Management 

P.  O.  Box  329 

Boise,  Idaho  83702-0329 


I  am  in  favor  of  the  Air  Force  using  whatever  air  space  they 
need  in  the  proposed  Training  Range  Area.  The  small  amount  of 
ground  disturbance  that  could  be  done  is  only  temporary  and 
minimal.  The  Air  Force  is  called  upon  to  perform  very  technical 
activities  in  highly  varied  and  dangerous  situations.  The 
personnel  deserve  and  need  all  the  training  they  can  possible 
get.  This  training  needs  to  be  over  varied  terrain  and  flying 
conditions. 

Many  people  think  that  because  the  planes  will  fly  low  at 
high  speed  and  with  some  noise  it  will  scare  the  wildlife.  It 
will  scare  the  human  in  the  area  much  more  than  it  will  the  deer 
antelope  or  mountain  sheep.  I  am  a  geologist  and  have  done 
considerable  ground  geologic  work  in  areas  where  the  Air  Force 
flies  low  altitude  missions.  The  wildlife  in  such  areas  do  not 
concern  themselves  about  the  r.oise  at  all.  The  first  time  a  jet 
goes  over  me  at  ICO  feet  or  so  I  about  jump  off  the  hillside. 
However,  knowing  the  low  altitude  jets  are  operating  in  the  area 
causes  me  no  alarm.  In  fact  I  enjoy  seeing  them  maneuver  so 
close  to  the  ground. 

The  wildlife  will  seldom  even  raise  their  heads  or  be 
concerned  about  the  noise.  In  many  areas  Mountain  Sheep  graze 
along  highways  where  there  Is  noisy  traffic  even  big  trucks  with 
"jake  brakes". 

I  approve  of  the  training  range  area. 


A ' 


Harold  A.  Powers 
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ySAr/ELX 
p.  o.  Box  329 
Sols*,  ID 
63701-0329 


GE-1  Sir*: 


i  •=  oppoitJ  to  th*  Alrforc*  creating  *r.  enhanced  training  range 
in  th*  Owyhee  De&ert.  I  have  Msbed  and  hiked  In  the  area  and  find 
it  a  place  o i  rare  beauty  and  solitude.  I  have  baan  *tartlad  by 
Jat*  screaming  overhead  and  wonder  what  thl*  does  to  Big  Korn  Sheep 
and  nesting  bird*. 

Leave  the  d***rt  alone!  Despite  It**  dacolata  appearance  It  i*  a 
treasure  that  aust  ba  preserved. 


O 

u, 

u 

oj  9/-  ’ 

tssf- 

be.  Ae 

brjcA 

/f. 

n 

! 

Cf 

/f<r  '■>*- 

J77-  S6?7 


A  ar.a  Slickers 
672  Cindy  Dr. 
Twin  Fall*.  ID 
83301 


000373 


Peter  Pressley 
P.O.  Box  5284 
Ket chum,  ID  83340 
August  I,  1997 


USAF/BLM 
P.O  Box  329 
Boise,  ID  83701-0329 


GE-2  Dear  USAF/BLM: 

I  had  the  privilege  of  Coating  the  Jarbridge  and  Bruneau  river  canyons  this  spring  and  was 
overwhelmed  by  the  beauty  and  peaceful  solitude  provided  by  these  magnificent  natural 
resources.  I  am  concerned  about  the  noise  pollution  that  will  be  created  by  your  proposal 
for  establishing  a  supersonic  battlefield  and  bombing  range  encompassing  this  area. 

As  a  biologist  with  a  Ph  D.  in  wildlife  ecology,  I  have  concerns  about  the  impact  on  native 
wildlife  like  the  golden  eagles  and  bighorn  sheep  we  observed.  I  realize  that  demonstrating 
long  term  population  impacts  from  behavioral  disturbance  is  difficult.  But  there  is  no 
doubt  in  my  mind  that  the  recreational  impacts  would  be  severe  The  quietude  of  a  desert 
canyon  is  one  of  its  major  attractions,  and  the  roar  of  overhead  jets  would  eliminate  one  of 
the  primary  values  in  the  area. 

I  Please  provide  conditions  to  protect  the  recreational  use  seasons  for  the  Jarbridge  and 
Bruneau  rivers,  which  normally  extend  only  from  April  through  June. 


. 

fi 77  -  sUf- 

GE-1  uTii.W j  0003 74  •''34Sl 

SfiAAjj**-'  u~>.  Ckw>-  Kj/oM 

b-rt: 

1TO  C  Amity  A*. 

_ 3^  Itarvi.OUSaSSM 


Sincerely, 
Peter  Pressley 
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Ann  L.  Christensen 
HC64,  Box  8288 
Ketchum,  ID  83340 
August  2,  1997 

U.  S.  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.  O.  Box  329 

Boise,  ID  83702-0329 

GE-2  To  Whom  It  May  Concern: 

I  was  not  able  to  attend  the  public  comment  session  on  the 
proposed  bombing  range  in  Twin  Falls  because  there  was  no 
PR-2  piftemoon  session.  Why  were  we  given  such  a  limited  time  to  testify 
pr  i  why  was  the  deadline  for  comment  so  soon  after  the  issuance  of 

Uhe  new  EIS? 

_  We  have  been  through  this  before  and  the  Air  Force  still 
refuses  to  comply  with  the  federal  court  order  to  consider  the  arrival 
DP-4  of  the  composite  wing  and  the  plans  for  their  training  in  the  same 
HIS.  Under  NEPA,  these  two  clearly  linked  actions  must  be  addressed 
_in  one  ES. 

It  Is  outrageous  that  there  has  never  been  a  national  needs 
PN  assessment  done  on  military  land  or  air  expansion.  There  should  be 
no  expansion  anywhere  until  a  needs  assessment  has  been  done 
which  covers  all  branches  of  the  military. 

I  have  canoed  the  rivers  of  the  Owyhee  Canyonlands  and  this  is 
prime  wildlife  habitat  which  has  incredible  potential  for  Idaho's 
burgeoning  recreational  Industry.  America's  largest  population  of 
California  desert  bighorn  sheep  will  be  gravely  Impacted  by  the 
increased  activity  over  the  canyons  and  the  noise  from  sonic  booms 
will  cause  pregnant  ewes  to  abort.  Other  threatened  and  endangered 
species  such  as  the  redband  trout  will  be  harmed  by  the  degradation 
of  habitat  caused  by  flares,  bombs  and  chaff  and  increased  military 
R,  -  F" activity  in  the  area.  The  DEIS  does  not  address  adequately  or  even 
|_seriously  the  subject  of  wildlife.  The  Idea  of  averaging  noise  from  jet 
warplanes  over  a  24  hour  period  is  ridiculous.  The  sound  from  a 
sonic  boom  Is  heard  at  one  time  and  it  startles  both  humans  and 
wildlife  in  that  peaceful  country. 

Idaho's  wild  desert  is  not  an  appropriate  place  for  a  bombing 
range. 

Sincerely,  .  - 


Ann  L  Christensen 
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1418  East  Hays  Street 
Boise,  ID  83712 
August  $,  1997 

USAF/BLM 

P.O.  Box  329 

Boise,  ID  83701-0329 


X  do  not  thlnfc  that  the  proposed  enhanced  training  range 
planned  for  the  Oyvhee  Canyonlands  area  is  a  cost  effective 
idea.  It  seens  that  the  short  commits  to  an  existing  range, 
while  less  than  perfect,  is  a  far  less  costly  alternative  to 
building  a  new,  state-of-the-art  range.  I  do  not  believe 
that  it  is  a  necessary  expenditure- -in  fact,  I  think  it  is 
another  example  of  extravagance  by  our  Department  of  Defense 
at  ay  taxpayer  expense. 

In  addition,  such  a  facility  carries  less  quantifiable  costs 
to  the  environment,  to  citizens  and  tribes  who  live  nearby, 
and  to  people  like  myself  who  will  miss  this  wild  and  scenic 

area . 


Sfc*kfltA<3i 

Barbara  Billings 


Written  Comments 


227 


00C3V9 


0003V9 


GE*1  UfAt'  „ 

ya  yasido  Jtc  JLc  ^u*o  ft  *»•€(** 

joujU^s  (^k  £**¥'■'  &vtu  *$+*■' J**«' 

*rip.Ht<L  Jtc  jt  Cu  2u.ha aL^AJ-  aa  .  4-Xtt 

J  JLaIus  ^\m  1/ *c «.//(*.&’  d*  xLaas  %^h> 

.  d*  &-i\c£*.,  \jtku.  d *s»u*  Us*  aj-  XlA 

\JLL*t  SI  OULH,  tdtsK/  fi-cLcU^hct  Js*s 

4  /UA*  Jfc^ 

\yu^L  fehs  **s  jL*.pJL&irvo  ^Kru-tci^Apy^  a^cC 
fJW.AJSt\  iuX'  jCo  Xkju  jj  *S*p  A+pA,*'. 

>  >  &V-VUJ  ^mjloAs  Jr  tUju  ^  y  “^7 

p  JUli*.  hll  JcmdUtv  t^tU^xX 

ykuj:L^tv*yj_«-h>.  4 Lc<-  “7^  ^7 

'AaXwcJU'  A*U <0  4-  ^o^a  xU 

(jbAtju,  (U^iuA^  rKtu.  <x^cL'CtL^-Pu'tf^  ^ 

•j  ciXc^  5P  /LfUsK*t'~>^'  OaLaX^  0*y 

loluAUs  J  tX^bs,  AX *xlAjt  A’V-eC .  &l*frhs£c*<tt  uU  .  <fr 
tLnyUs  jto  f  A  Ji  cLLl,  <tk  tu y  A^Mt  JX 

Qp^ia. iJju  +*<0  fagtu*  isuaAs^Z  r*-Lf 

HLuSJ  FlXsLfA^  <d\iq  A  lLAUSw  t  'A*X  jtX  -pUA-Lt* 
i^hi,  tvt,  (JLL-  djAAA-4st*s  UsXLl-  r}^  t)a  C  C  ks 


\^ro  X  J5  '~$Lcs  cC  hu  As  ^  *^n'  ^*1$  *'/t 

\JLl  Jsk  t stASiClivsvCt  at  AXt  ILl 

E’fS  cUclXis  M^s  A^Ut 
>*u£  dixz  JtkcuA.’t^ 

0^ds*<yws*u^ ’isfUtU*'.  Xrw  Wildru'i, 

v/)<rr-7>v^  A4^  ^  p^oLU+K, ,  Hdt  J  u-<Lo 

JUX  iUUc^iX}  As*<0  ioxjXis  A<IMj±V 

Jtli**U~  JsUpols. 

4  cLryit  hXUjULM.  ~}uy  *yu*.<  r\y  ^ 

'^A  tU-  sJL  M^pdhXt'U'cs  .  -^liXittLAUf  ~p.tA^W'-\xX 
j A  aZcI  Jtb  Svfis^MsJUl'  ’^ujc^cJ^p  A^x 

K^VxXUsir\U'  Af  cL—tl  AAAs  'ilCULACs  'hi^'K'  U)  t^ticL  n<.  Xls 


-Jib.  tl^AiAs  y  JL\Aj'isu  j.  £'  s's  ,  J  h  fix  4^  Lts 
yc^  4n-^  A isA^Xs  aXt^/iAu  *1  As 

$(T*v  ku*tA  Aa^oIs  rK  J4*~h<A *Us,  j^eisjtis*^ 

SLl^  /J  oJidb  /''ll/ j 

~yKli-e&  jtc  ht.  U>  ASJ  ~L.  et>  ? 

fix  (ru^s  t*£uv  (yyJU  frp  i  tM  a*l±  , 

,  Jilxu,  XML  tfX  tsU^U  hi  tsT*\Us  A,  ~h\  *\0  v  pXn  A-JyLCs 

\J\JuLm  *-s\  LC  ,-  fa+sis  j  hs  (JUXsCt'*  JA-  As  tO  AA'hf  Ar^cL 

yJ^UL  y  yicJtUMxjjtuJ  ,  'U-C***s  > 

.^jACaJffX  ch^rFtXeut  irxu  .  %J  X  0  LjhLt*  f  a*i  yei\J  **  Xj 

t/L  lu  idds  hs  -^jUUAJ^CeL  ,.\  •  i  ' 


>1/075  /7kSdu.XX 
:&x,  Zb  ^5Vh  . 


'f-lXoLc,  Gas^jZs 


00CD£ji 


0003^0 


Saint  AJphonsus 

Lite  Flight 


"Bt»L  ^*‘a(h-AU> 
&IU  •  1 3*^  ^Ver- 


GE-1  GLhmni*1?  ~r%-A' iMfr  0>A4Ms*rr>  ■ 

),  Ko  (Al+^n^Ar***«L  it  Acc-t^v^t. .  tZ\**<-  (a  a/p 

b*/H  h  ;/v£-  a*' At  pA^^ort  • 

2.  "TV*-  SU,-tl\j e  del  X^*v*-<rvv«'c  /*cr'  ^?TY’ 

Ut5  AtW  Ubinr  a^l  *rfc+ 

^UA(:tj  t>  /4**<*"LfT*hU  lusdy  .  5/U^Uf  Cs^L 

4  ^  4St  Jtj  OUST  $0  <AlI<J.  f'^eptef',. 

5-  VI 6  *k*r  6t-op  4Vo  a^jahut  ^  ^ 

A~i  oun  Lk^X  b*  U'.9T0lfc.*CA!  tW.'Koof, 

S- 


UnitetJ  State*  Air  Force'S  L  M 

P  0  Bo*  329 

Boise.  ID  83702-0329 


GE-2  Dear  Sirs 


As  Team  Uader  of  Saint  Alphonsus  Regional  Medical  Center  Life  Flight.  Boise.  Idaho.  I  feel 
it’s  mv  obligation  to  comment  regarding  the  establishment  or  an  expanded  bombing  range  in 
southern  Idaho  and  norheni  Nevada  to  serve  the  Mountain  Home  Air  Base. 

Our  night  senice  provides  the  only  option  for  rapid,  advanced  medical  transport  available  to 
the  residents  of  the  following  areas  impacted  by  the  proposals: 


Grastr.ere.  ID  Mountain  City.  NV 

Riddle.  ID  Jarbidge.  NV 

Rogenon,  ID  Jackpot.  NV 

Owyhee,  NV  McDennitt,  NV 

White  Rock.  NV 

The  proposals  call  for  creation  of  a  MOA  large  enough  to  eocompass  the  airspace  over  these 
communities.  While  less  obstructive  to  our  flight  operations  than  a  destgnated  Rewicted 
Area  the  frequent  activity  in  this  MOA  could  regularly  rend  the  population  affected  ^capable 
of  accessing  life-saving  medical  care  and  transport  by  air.  The  difference  In  the  level  of  care 
t*r.cn  !«.!  volume  En*rgency  Malic.!  Technician,  wd  ihai  provided  by  «r  n.,ta  leiro 
is  rubstantial  and  can  be  easily  demonstrated  The  time  required  for  in  ill  or  injured  patient  to 
reach  definitive  care  at  a  hospital  is  significant  as  well  and  readily  apparent  after  studying  the 
routes  of  ground  access 

Though  the  population  of  the  area  is  relatively  static,  the  future  wiltbring  an  even  higher 
demaL  for  medical  care  in  the  area  as  recreational  use  of  the  Jarbidge  and  Owyhee  Ri  ers 
increases. 

Has  I've  found  no  provision  in  the  proposals  permitting  emergency  civilian  airspace :  access 
[during  periods  of  MOA  activity  I'm  writing  this  letter  in  opposition  to  the  range  propos 

Respectfully. 


Hal  Iverson.  R  N  .  CFRN.  NREMT-P 
Team  Leader.  Life  Flight 
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3018  Agate  St. 
Boise,  ID  83705 
Augusts,  1997 


USAF/BLM 

P.O.  Box  329 

Boise,  ID  83701-0329 

GE-2  To  Whom  i:  May  Concern: 

I'm  submitting  this  letter  to  express  my  opposition  to  the  proposed 
bombing  range  in  the  Owyhee  canyoniands.  My  opposition  is  based  on  the 
following  Issues  and  concerns: 

♦  I'm  greatly  concerned  about  the  numerous  wildlife  populations  which 
R.  [“Inhabit  the  region.  The  Air  Force  has  not  demonstrated  to  my 
m'51  [satisfaction  that  these  populations  will  be  adequately  protected.  I'm 
R .  - 1  [further  disturbed  by  a  lack  of  input  from  Idaho  Fish  and  Game 
B1'J1  j_biologists  because  of  what  appears  to  be  concerns  with  the  views  of 

the  political  hierarchy  of  Idaho. 

♦["!  do  not  believe  that  a  compelling  case  has  been  made  as  to  the  need 
PN-1  [for  the  proposed  expansion.  Published  statements  from  Air  Force  and 
PM  Td  l^e  0ff}ce  of  the  ,nsPector  General  seem  to  paint  inconsistent  views 
* 1 [^regarding  current  and  future  training  needs. 

♦  I  have  hiked  in  some  of  the  areas  which  are  proposed  for  inclusion  in 
the  expanded  range.  I  would  prefer  that  these  areas  be  retained  for 
public  use  and  that  alternate  sites  be  used. 


USAFJBLM 
PO  Box  329 
Boise,  Idaho  83701 

To  Whom  It  May  Concern: 

I  oppose  the  expansion  of  the  bombing  range  in  the  desert  canyoniands  of  Idaho. 

These  lands  contain  rare  and  beautiful  flora  and  fauna.  The  delicate  and  pristine  desert 
environment  provides  outstanding  habitat  for  many  species  of  animats,  including  the 
largest  herd  of  California  Bighorn  Sheep. 

The  area  is  considered  sacred  to  the  Native  Americans  and  contains  many  ancient 
artifacts  that  are  important  to  their  history  and  culture. 

This  area  will  someday  be  recognized  worldwide  as  one  of  the  most  outstanding 
remnants  of  desert  wilderness  remaining  on  the  planet. 

To  condemn  this  area  to  use  as  a  practice  field  for  the  USAF  to  run  bombing  missions  is 
a  short-sighted,  insensitive  and  plain  stupid  idea.  The  necessity  of  expansion  of  the 
bombing  range  is  questionable.  Even  if  a  necessity  exists,  surely  there  are  more 
suitable  areas  where  the  USAF  may  conduct  wargames. 


Gretchen  E.  Dale  / 
127  Exhibition  / 
Ketchum.  Idaho  83340 
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ST  INSURANCE  SERVICES,  INC 


Asm  Chandler 
POBo*  1270 
Ketchum  tO  83340 


U  S  Air  Force/ 

Bureau  of  Land  M*n*|ment 
P  0  Bo*  329 

Boise,  Idaho  83703  •  0329 


GE-1  To  whom  it  may  c< 


Here  we  go  again  dealing  with  an  agency  that  doesn't  want  to  comprehend  that  no  means  NO! 

Why  should  we  compromise  The  Owyhee  River  and  Canyon  Lands  by  turning  them  in  to  Super  Sonic 
Battle  Fields  when  "Hie  Air  Force  may  do  all  the  training  that  they  need  in  Utah  and  Nevada  at  no  extra 
expanse  to  us  tax  payers. 

I  strongly  urge  you  to  remember  lhat  we  live  on  a  planet  with  finite  resource  The  Brvneau,  tarbridge  and 
Owyhee  Canyon  lands  with  it’s  extremely  rare  fish  and  wildlife  species  deserve  protection,  and  let's  not 
forget  lhat  one  of  this  country's  largest  population  of  California  desert  bighorn  sheep  resides  in  these 
Canyons. 


n  replace  Idaho's  wild  desert  river 


o  great  to  bomb!!  Let's  keep  Idaho 


Asa  Chandler 


Mn.  Brenda  Cook 
US  Air  Force/BLM 
PO  Box  329 
Boise,  ID.  83701-0329 

Subject:  Proposed  Expansion  of  Additional  Training  Area 


GE-1  Dear  MfS-  Gook, 


I  am  writing  you  in  support  of  the  additional  training  area  needed  by  Mountain  Home  Air 
Force  Base  and  the  Idaho  Air  National  Guard. 

I  believe  I  have  read  every  conceivable  reason  why  the  training  area  should  not  be 
expanded.  The  reasons  for  not  expanding  the  training  area  come  from  a  mixed  group  of 
individuals  who  would  protest  the  expansion  of  anything  that  had  to  do  with  military 
They  can  come  up  with  some  of  the  most  asinine  reasons  for  this  opposition.  These 
same  people  will  pressure  our  Government  to  send  our  military  people  into  harms  way  to 
protect  a  third  world  country  inhabitant  from  starvation.  They  wish  to  pul  our  military 
people  in  harms  way  without  adequate  training  which  is  ludicrous. 

I  have  personally  flown  over  this  area  numerous  times  as  a  private  pilot.  While  flying 
over  this  area  1  have  seen  military  aircraft  during  training  procedures.  I  consider  flying 
through  this  area  very  safe  if  the  pilot  follows  the  correct  procedures.  Unfortunately 
that’s  not  always  the  case  and  some  pilot  probably  will  be  involved  in  some  type  of 
incident  if  they  do  not  follow  the  correct  procedures.  This  is  not  the  fault  of  the  military, 
but  normally  the  fault  of  the  private  pilot.  I  have  also  hunted  in  this  area  for  numerous 
years  for  antelope  and  deer.  I  have  been  on  horseback  when  a  jet  fly’s  over  at  low 
altitude  and  have  never  even  had  the  horse  move.  Usually  they  hear  the  jets  coming 
before  the  human. 


Obviously  there  are  some'  sensitive  areas  that  need  to  be  protected  in  the  proposed 
expansion.  I  believe  the  Air  Force  is  taking  this  into  consideration  in  their  expansion 
proposals. 
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In  a  perfect  world  we  would  not  need  any  military,  but  this  is  not  a  perfect  world  and  we 
are  being  asked  to  police  this  world  and  we  need  to  insure  that  our  military  people  have 
the  best  training  offered. 


^oionei  ueraia  rt.  Mease  Jr. 

Chief,  Ranges  and  Airspace  Division 
Directorate  of  Operations  and  Training 
U.S.  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 
P.  O.B0X329 

Boise  Idaho  83701-0701-0329 


GE-2  Dear  Sir: 


I  am  disappointed  to  be  facing  yet  another  effort  by  the  Air  Force  to  expand  Hs  training 
range/  bombing  range  opportunities  in  Idaho.  Many  of  the  problems  of  the  previous 
proposals  are  repeated  in  this  proposal.  I  do  not  support  existing  military  use  of  the 
Owyhee  MOA.  1  see  expansion  as  unacceptable.  I  do  not  understand  why  several 
military  bases  around  the  country  are  trying  to  dramatically  Increase  their  training 
Infrastructure  at  a  time  when  our  military  forces  are  being  reduced.  1  see  this  as  a  land 
Qrab  effort  by  the  military  to  obtain  control  over  larger  areas  of  federal  lands  at  a  time 
when  the  public  is  increasingly  interested  in  these  lands  for  recreation  purposes:  that 
the  military  is  trying  to  get  as  much  land  now  before  the  American  people  realize  Its 
true  value.  I  understand  mat  high  Air  Force  officials  have  staled  that  Mountain  Home 
Air  Force  base  does  not  require  an  expanded  training  range.  I  also  understand  that 
MHAFB  air  crews  can  continue  to  use  training  ranges  in  Utah  and  Nevada  as  they 
have  been  doing. 

Specific  problems  with  the  latest  Air  Force  training  range  proposal: 

I  have  hiked  many  times  in  the  Jacks  Creek  and  little  Blue  Table  areas  that  would  be 
Impacted  by  this  proposal,  t  have  hiked  in  the  Oickshooter  ridge  area  and  have  been 
disturbed  by  low  flying  jets  and  high  altitude  sonic  booms  that  come  with  existing 
military  use  One  of  the  reasons  that  1  like  to  hike  In  the  desert  Is  for  the  great  silence 
the!  is  there,  and  this  is  shattered  by  both  low  flying  jets  and  high  attitude  sonic  booms. 
Both  can  occur  at  any  moment  without  warning  and  thus  seriously  degrade  the  quality 
of  the  experience  that  I  encounter  in  the  military  use  areas.  Bighorn  sheep  populations 
have  recently  begun  to  decline  in  areas  currently  used  by  Air  Force  jets  in  training 
exercises.  I  believe  that  this  decline  may  be  associated  with  the  arrival  of  the  366th 
composite  wing  at  MHAFB.  Increasing  the  area  and  scope  of  military  jet  activity  within 
HOI  Three  will  likely  further  harm  wildlife  populations  including  Bighorn  sheep. 


“  The  Air  Force  uses  a  flawed  estimate  of  the  effect  of  military  jet  aircraft  noise  on 
NO*2  wildlife  and  recreational  by  averaging  the  noise  level  over  a  24  hour  period  and 
comparing  that  noise  to  that  of  an  urban  residential  area.  The  desert  is  much  more 
quiet  than  residential  areas'(when  there  are  no  jets  in  the  desert).  This  estimate  does 
not  account  for  the  startle  effect  of  sudden  very  loud  noises  such  as  sonic  booms  and 
NO-12  jet  aircraft  that  would  occur  in  this  proposal.  These  noises  cannot  be 

_mitigated. 
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-•This  proposal  would  increase  the  airspace  of  ROl  Three  in  three  places;  in  particular 
over  the  Big  and  Little  Jacks  creek  area.  Significant  areas  of  WSA  exist  in  this 
proposed  northern  expansion.  Including  lands  recommended  by  the  BLM  for 
Wilderness  status.  I  am  against  the  expansion  of  military  airspace  and  the  imposition 
of  restricted  airspace  over  the  12.000  acre  drop  zone. 

-This  proposal  would  involve  the  removal  of  12,000  acres  of  public  lands  from  public 
access  for  the  drop  zone  and  surrounding  areas.There  would  be  mock  industrial 
targets  constructed  in  the  drop  zone  and  in  other  no  drop  areas.  This  would  in  effect 
‘develop’  relatively  pristine  areas  that  have  not  been  developed.  I  oppose  this 
development;  particularly  for  military  uses. 

-This  proposal  would  involve  the  construction  of  30  one  acre  or  quarter  acre  emitter 
sites,  scattered  over  a  huge  area.  These  emitter  sites  would  degrade  the  visual 
resources  of  the  areas  that  they  are  built  in.  Associated  with  these  sites  would  be 
increased  military  jet  activity-  low  level  simulated  attacks  by  jets  t  would  assume 
These  emitter  sites  would  be  used  frequently  and  require  year  round  access  for  trucks 
and  personnel.  This  would  involve  upgrading  many  local  roads  which  are  often 
impassable  at  present  during  wet  conditions.  This  would  threaten  local  wildlife  by 
increasing  human  activity  in  these  areas.  These  areas  are  relatively  pristine  now 
largely  because  of  poor  access;  only  local  or  determined  people  go  there  now. 

-Once  the  expanded  training  range  is  in  place  it  would  likely  be  used  by  aircraft  from 
around  the  country  and  around  the  world.  If  it  is  in  place  there  it  would  be  very  easy  for 
the  Air  Force  to  dramatically  Increase  use  with  little  opportunity  for  the  public  to  have 
input.  Also  it  is  often  very  difficult  for  the  public  to  monitor  Air  Force  compliance  with 
environmental  guidelines  because  of  remoteness  and  restricted  access.  I  do  not  trust 
the  Air  Force  to  adhere  to  this  proposal  if  it  is  put  into  place. 

I  support  the  no  action  alternative,  option  A.  1  believe  that  none  of  the  three  options  of 
the  proposed  ETI  are  In  the  best  interest  of  current  or  furture  Idahoans  and  other 
Americans. 

Ed  Snyder 
7406  w,  Rygate 
Boise  ID  83703 


1017  K.  28th  Street 
Boise,  ID  83702 
August  3,  1997 


U.  $.  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.  0.  Box  329 

Boise,  ID  83702-0329 


Being  presented  with  new  proposals  for  an  expanded  bombing  range 
does  not  change  ny  opposition  to  anY  expansion  in  Owyhee  County. 
It  appears  that  those  proposing  each  different  proposal  assume  that 
at  some  point  the  opposition  will  get  worn  down.  I  assure  them 
that  it  not  ths  case. 

Owyhee  County  is  a  unique  area.  It  ahould  not  ba  considared 
wasteland. 

The  Duck  Valley  Indian  Reservation  needs  no  subjection  to  further 
flights  over  their  land.  The  ranchers  there  are  trying  to  maka  a 
living  on  tha  land  upon  which  their  ancestors  lived. 

The  amount  of  money  spent  already  on  the  previous  proposals  as  well 
as  this  one  would  have  been  better  spent  keeping  the  defense  of  the 
country  at  top  level  by  flying  over  the  areas  it  already  has 
jurisdiction  over,  auch  as  in  Utah  and  Havada. 

I  ask  that  you  use  the  existing  air  space  and  bombing  ranges  as  a 
solution. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Rita  Smith  Clare 
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1017  N.  28th  Street 
Boise,  ID  83702 
August  3,  1997 


U.S.  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 

?.  0.  Box  329 

Boise,  ID  83702-0329 


GE-1  Gentlemen: 


I  continue  to  be  opposed  to  any  expansion  of  training  range  in 
Owyhee  County. 

The  Duck  Valley  Indian  Reservation  should  not  have  to  be  subjected 
to  the  additional  flights  over  their  land  where  they  as  ranchers 
are  making  a  living  to  the  best  of  their  abilities. 

The  use  of  flares  can  add  to  the  danger  of  range  fires  in  the  area, 
which  the  desert  does  not  need. 

The  bombing  ranges  in  Utah  are  nearby  and  usable. 

Leave  this  unique  area  as  it  is  to  be  "multiple  use"  not  bombing 


Eleanor  L.  Smith 
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4  August  1997 
USAF/BLM 
P  O  Box  329 
Boise.  ID  83701 


GE-1  I  request  that  the  USAF  withdraw  their  proposal  to  expand  its  military  use  of  the  Owyhee 
Canyonlands  including  the  airspace  above  the  Jacks  Creek  canyon  complex.  This  is  such 
unique  land  containing  endangered  species  that  the  USAF  must  find  other  alternative  to 
using  this  for  electronic  combat  and  bombing  ranges 

Respectfully  submitted, 


Gary  Nicholas  ^ 
4029  Corliss  Ave.  N 
Seattle,  WA  98103 
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Scvy  Guide  Service,  Inc. 

P.  O.  Box  24,  Stanley,  Idaho  83278 
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USAF/BLM 
JO  Box  >25 
Boise.  Idaho  8J701 


I  would  like  to  comment  oa  the  DEIS  Cor  the  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho  (ETD  proposal  by  the 
Air  Force.  I've  read  the  Community  Report  and  researched  topics  of  interest  in  Volume  1  and  II  of  the 
EIS  Please  record  my  strong  support  for  the  No  Anion  Altenum*. 

River  trip  and  big  game  outfitters  licensed  by  the  Idaho  Outfitters  and  Guides  Beard  have  had 
long  standing  concerns  on  proposed  developmems  by  the  Air  Fore*  near  the  Jarbidge-Brunesu  and  Upper 
Owyhee  River  systems.  Our  concents  regarding  ET1  are  lined  in  order  of  importance  as  follows' 

1.  “An  increase  in  aircraft  overflight  would  occur  in  the  new  airspace  and  around  a  selected 
range  alternative  "  (Page  34,  Community  Report)  River  outfitters  on  the  Upper  Owyhee 
River  and  on  the  Bruneau  River  have  had  a  long  history  of  oeptri*  experiences  due  to  the 
noise  and  disturbance  of  low  flying  jets  over  these  caaroniands.  Although  the  Air  Force  has 
pointed  out  that  aircraft  noise  has  been  in  inherent  feature  of  any  person's  experience  in  this 
area  over  the  pust  forty  sears,  the  outfitting  community  and  public  can  only  express  that  loud 
jet  noise  Is  disruptive  a ad  that  it  adversely  impacts  our  experiences  in  these  anyoolindi 
Alternative  B  (Clover  Butte)  and  Alternative  D  (Juniper  Butte)  would  concentrate  more 
aircraft  over  the  Jarbidgc-  Bruneau  confluence  (Indian  Springs)  and  over  the  Jarbidge  River 
Itself  Aircraft  encounters  and  jei  noise  have  always  been  6srupthe  to  our  trips  on  the  lower 
reaches  of  the  Bruneau  as  jets  approach  the  urges  area  oa  the  Saylor  Creek  Range. 
Specifically  Alternatives  BAD  would  increase  the  number  of  aircraft  encountered  over  the 
upper  reaches  of  the  river  The  rivet  outlining  community  finds  this  unacceptable  Wc  are 
furthermore  concerned  that  the  proposed  640  acre  No  Drop  Zone  located  to  the  west  of  the 
lower  Bruneau  River  nor  the  river  rim  will  add  mote  aircraft  to  this  area  and  nuke  this 
outstanding  section  of  the  lower  Bruneau  leu  attractive. 

It  appears  that  the  Shoahooe-Paiuie  trtbes  may  have  lobbied  effectively  within  this  current 
proposal  to  eliminate  aircraft  overflight  of  Owyhee.  Nevada,  and  to  establish  a  ceiling  of  10.000 
AGL  over  the  entire  Duck  Valley  Indian  Reservation.  We  compCiroaM  the  tribes  for  their 
proactive  efforts  The  outfitting  community  which  indudes  both  river  and  tug  pme  outfitters 
recognizes  the  need  for  similar  concession*  for  our  industry  Regardless  of  the  outcome  of  the 
currcnl  ET1  proposal,  wr  are  long  standing  proponents  of  an  “airspace  envelope*'  particularly 
over  the  Upper  Owyh«  CaitytMilands.  The  frequent  mock  air  battle  that  **  obsetvt  oxer  the 
Battle  Creek-East  Forte  of  the  Owyhee  confluence  irea  has  been  a  frequent  complaint.  With  an 
MOA  so  large  that  rt  encompasses  huge  reports  of  throe  nates,  there  ate  certainly  more 
appropriate  areas  for  these  training  exercises  than  the  prifline  Owyhee  Carooebods 


0000^4 


W’e  foresee  that  2.000  individual  river  urers  will  soon  be  exploring  the  Jifbidge-  Bruneau  River 
ly  stem  An  "airspace  envelope*  does  not  seem  practical  for  these  eanyonlands  since  aircraft  are 
^proaching  targets  it  a  low  altitude  on  the  Saylor  Creek  range.  However,  a  cessation  of  training 
activity  during  the  river  season  (May  1 3  •  June  )0)  certainly  would  be  appropriate 

(2)  The  sharp  ifcdtae  of  the  Owyhee  River  California  bighorn  sheep  population  and  also  of  the 
little  Jacks  Creek  herd  is  of  serious  conoem.  A*  pointed  out  in  the  documents,  causes  of 
bighorn  sheep  decline  can  be  attributed  to  numerous  factors.  Including  low  lamb  ratios, 
density  dependent  population  regulation,  all  age  die  off.  significant  relocation  activity  by  the 
Idaho  Fish  A  Game,  and  documented  i eruptive  population  growth  rates  that  have  been 
observed  historically  with  this  animal  populauon  Several  big  game  outfitters  derive  a 
portion  of  their  income  on  trophy  hunts  of  legal  rams  in  the  Owyhee  Canvonlands.  lack's 
(Creek,  and  along  the  lartridge^Bruneau.  It  is  significant  that  the  legal  ram  count  has 
I  dramaticallv  declined  in  little  lack's  Creek  (41  rams  in  1993  to  14  rams  in  I99fi)  and  along 
B I  —49  I  the  Owyhee  River  in  Idaho  (114  rams  in  1993  to  31  in  19%).  The  Jarbidge  Bruneau  henl 
land  the  Big  Jack's  Creek  herd  appear  suble. 

Subsonic  flights  over  tlw  Owyhe*  canvonlands  began  in  1992  and  the  number  of  flights  have 
"increased  annually  Could  it  be  that  the  loud  disruption  of  subsonic  flight  is  a  contributing  factor 
10  the  decline  of  a  sensitive  California  bighorn  sheep  population  in  this  area7  The  ovirflning 
g  1-30  industry  suggests  that  thorough  resrorch  of  the  bighorn  sheep  positions  with  an  agreed  upon 
methodotop  is  needed  Wc  ftirthermore  support  that  an  airspace  envelope  of  10.000  AGL  be 
enforced  over  the  canvonlands  during  the  Critical  lamb  rearing  period  is  May  to  early  July 

SF-4  ~>  Wt  #,t  '*>»  tbc  °*  ’riWfirt  m'8hl  increase  from  more  Intensive  use  of  the  area 

—  by  the  Air  Force.  A  continued  loss  of  sagebrush  habitat  has  already  seriously  effected  a  once 
BI*18  healthy  sage  groxiae  population  in  this  area.  Many  of  us  foresee  the  listing  of  sage  grouse  as 

an  endangered  speoes  in  the  near  future 

4)  We  foresee  a  huge  growth  of  recreational  actmty  to  (he  Jaib*dge-Bruneau  region  in  the 
future  Conflicts  of  interest  between  the  Air  Foroe  plan  and  the  needs  of  recreation  are 
inevitable  The  recreation  value  of  Idaho's  southwestern  comer  with  its  outstanding  river 
and  bnckcoumry  opportunities  demands  earefU  planning 


We  respectfully  submit  these  comments  for  jour  review 


Sincere!) . 

Bob  Sexy  \ 

Sexy  Guide  Service.  Inc. 

cc  Grant  Si  moods 
Various  Owfinen 
Idiho  Congressional  Delegation 


Middle  Fork  of  the  Salmon  River  in  Idaho's  Famous  "River  of  No  Return  Wilderness" 
Adventure  Partner  Experiences 

OwyhM  aad  Bruouu  Rivers,  Arctic  DUccrrery,  aad  Sportsman's  Vacations 

208-774-2200  •  Fax  208-774-31599 
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USRF/BLM 
P.0.  BOM  329 
Boise.  ID  83701 


Boh  293 

Ketchum,  10  833-10 
Aug.  5,  1997 


GE-2  To  Whom  it  May  Concern, 

I  om  opposed  to  the  enhonced  trelning  range  end  feel  that  the 
pr  i?  [draft  environmental  does  no!  comply  with  the  Netlonet  environmental 
FK  2  Lfolicy  Ret.  The  Air  Force  should  maintain  Its  easting  range  without 
any  eHpanslon. 

I  haue  hiked  end  boated  In  this  region  and  appreciate  Its  unique 
character.  Recreation  In  Idaho  continues  to  grow  uitth  Increasing 
demands  from  the  public  to  float  scenic  rluers  and  tiew  fauna  and 
flora  In  Its  natural  habitat.  It’s  deserulng  of  protection  for  numerous 
reasons.  The  Owyhee  Canyonlands  ere  home  to  the  largest  population 
of  California  desert  bighorn  sheep  and  Its  rluers  host  rare  fish  such  as 
the  redband  trout.  Endangered  and  rare  species  such  as  the  peregrin 
falcon,  cougar,  bobcat,  and  grouse  liue  here. 

Ouerfllghts  would  diminish  the  tranquility  of  the  canyons.  A 
sacred  solitude  permeates  these  caagaBlaaMa  place  where  both 
human  end  animal  can  commune  and  find  connection. 

The  majority  of  Idahoans  as  well  os  Americans  choose  to 
recreate  In  places  that  offer  peace  of  mind  and  soul  rather  than 
supersonic  battlefields.  Please  do  not  destroy  the  beauty  of  these 
sacred  lands. 

Thank  you  for  your  consideration. 

QL  $k 

Char  Roth 
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GE-1  To  Whom  it  may  concern  at  the  U.S.A.F  and  the  B.L.M.  , 


Aug.  4,1997 


!  am  writing  you  to  voice  my  my  strong  opposition  to  the  proposed 
bombing  range  expansion.  This  is  a  Battle  that,  though  fought  once,  has 
again  reared  it’s  ugly  head. 

My  concerns  and  opinions  are  as  follows: 

These  are  special  and  rare  places,  from  a  National  perspective.  Once  they 
become  "  Military  Property"  they  are  gone  forever.  Unbelievable  river 
canyons,  and  pristine  high  desert.  I  want  my  kid  to  be  able  to  experience 
these  places  with  out  having  to  wear  earplugs. 

The  consolation  of  living  in  the  harsh  environment  of  this  country,  is 
solitude:  not  compatible  with  overflights,  and  bombs.  It’s  not  right  to  take 
this  away  from  the  ranchers  and  the  Native  Americans  that  live  there. 

The  economic  benefits  of  this  proposal  are  non-existant  to  the  people 
most  impacted  by  this  expansion. 

The  Big  Horn  will  suffer. 

Recreational  users,  who  continue  to  be  an  increasingly  important  part  of 
our  Idaho  economy,  will  suffer. 

Thank  you  for  your  time, 


Sincerely, 

William  B  Cardozo 
Box  2889 

Ketchum,  Id.  83340 


001004 


BackwoodS 

MOUNTAIN  SPORTS 

EQUIPMENT  SPECIALISTS 


US  Air  Force/BLH 
P0329 

Boise,  Id.  83701-0329 


GE-1  Dear 


I‘ve  floated  the  Jarbtdge/Bruneau  many  times  and  find  it 
sickening  that  you  are  considering  expanding  the  bombing 
range  in  that  area.  It  is  truly  a  world  class  recreational 
area  that  deserves  protection  rather  than  exploitation. 

Before  you  force  this  down  our  throats  pleaae:l)Do  a  more 
accurate  noise  study  on  people  and  animals.  2)Establish  a 
need.  3)Have  as  an  alternative  no  added  land  and  even 
cutting  back  on  overflights  during  Kay  and  June  and  during 
critical  mating  seasons.  3}  Properly  disclose  all  the 
impacts  on  the  area  with  the  ETI  and  the  composite  wing  of 
MH  AFB . 

Most  Importantly*  quit  the  deceit  and  manipulations  used 
to  force  this  project  down  the  throats  of  the  people  of 
Idaho ! 


Sincerely,  , 

HU  ffcUjzz 

Andy  Munter-Ovner 
Backwoods  Mtn  Sports 
PO  1508 

Ketchum,  Id.  83340 
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U.S.  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.0.  Box  329 

Boiae,  ID  637C1-0329 

GE-2  To  whon  Jt  ^*y  Concern: 

The  high  desert  of  the  Owyhee  Canyonlanda  provides 
a  home  for  one  of  the  largest  populations  of  California 
desert  bighorn  sheep  In  America.  It  is  the  sole  source 
of  ’transplant"  stock  for  re-establishing  the  species 
in  nine  western  states. 

“  The  military  wanted  to  measure  the  effects  of 
intrusion  on  the  heart  rates  of  the  animals  in 
preparation  for  a  proposed  bombing  range  ir.  the  sheep 
habitat.  The  plan  was  to  use  helicopters  to  chase  down 
BI  50  Pre3nanc  «wes  *nd  put  radio  collars  on  them. 

•The  Society  is  not  opposed  to  wildlife  research," 
explains  Craig  Gehrke,  Regional  Director  for  Idaho, 

•but  the  u.S.A.F.  plan  was  an  unnecessarily  dangerous 
one,  considering  that  a  recent  census  showed  the  herd's 
numbers  down  by  half." 

I  oppose  the  proposed  bombing  range, 

Sincerely, 

Tamela  Weaver 
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August  5,  1997 


U.S.  Air  Force/ 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  329 

Boise,  ID  83702-0329 


J.  dcAtr  ^  ^ 


GE-1  D«ar  Sir/Ma’aa? 

There  are  many  good  reasons  why  expanding  the  Mr  Force 
bombing  range  is  a  foolish  idea.  I'll  just  list  a  few  here  so  you 
get  the  idea . 

1.  In  case  you  haven't  noticed,  the  Cold  War  is  over.  The 

Soviet  Union  no  longer  exists.  The  U.S.  is  already  spending  nore 
on  Its  military  than  the  other  top  six  military  spending  nations  in 
the  world.  That  is  an  appalling  waste  of  the  taxpayer's  dollar 
which  needs  to  stop.  ^  , 

2.  Any  increase  in  jobs  caused  by  an  expanded  bombing  range 

will  be  taxpayer  supported  jobs.  Mors  jobs  might  be  a  good  idea  if 
the  taxpayer  doesn't  have  to  pay  for  them.  » 

3.  Vast  amounts  of  land  in  the  adjacent  states  of  Nevada  and 

Utah  are  already  locked  up  by  the  military  and  unavailable  for 
civilian  use.  The  military  doesn't  need  more.  If  fact  we  should 
be  talking  about  reducing  the  size  of  existing  bombing  ranges  in 
the  west  and  returning  some  of  that  confiscated  land  to  private  or 
public  civilian  use.  .  „  .  ,  . 

4.  The  government  and  military  have  a  record  of  using  land 
they  control  for  destructive  purposes  which  has  a  harmful  effect  on 
civilians,  and  then  refusing  to  take  any  responsible  for  the  harm 
they  do.  Witness  the  nuclear  testing  done  in  the  1950's  which 
rained  tcxlc  fallout  on  many  western  and  central  states,  including 
Idaho,  and  we  only  find  out  about  it  40  years  later. 

5.  with  more  accurate  weapons  and  delivery  systems,  and  with 

computerized,  high-tech  equipment,  It  should  be  possible  for  the 
military  to  accomplish  its  training  goals,  either  with 
significantly  less  locked-up  terrain  or  in  simulated  situations. 
This  is  another  reason  to  roduc®,  not  Increase  th®  siz®  of  th® 
bombing  rang®.  __  .  ,  .  . 

6.  The  land  should  be  treated  with  respect.  It  should  be 
cared  for,  so  that  future  generations  nay  find  it  Is  as  pristine  a 
condition  as  possible.  Using  the  land  for  destructive  purposes  is 
very  poor  stewardship. 
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7,  W«  should  be  cutting  the  military  budget,  not  expanding 
it.  This  is  necessary  to  help  balance  the  budget,  instead  of 
trying  to  do  it  on  the  backs  of  the  poor.  The  grossly  overfunded 
military  is  a  financial  burden  for  Americans. 

8.  We  let  you  know  a  couple  years  ago  that  we  didn't  want 
the  bombing  range  expanded.  Now  you're  trying  to  do  it  again. 
What  part  of  "No"  don't  you  understand? 

Sincerely, 

Leonard  Nolt 
5763  Filly  St. 

Boise,  ID  83703 


U.S.  Air  Force/Sureau  of  Land  Management 
P.0.  Box  329 
Boise ,  ID  03701 

GE*2  I  write  to  vehemently  protest  the  proposed  expansion  of  the 
Air  Force  bombing  range  into  the  Owyhee  Canyon] ands.  This 
is  the  fourth  try  to  slip  this  proposal  past  the  people  of 
Idaho  and  the  northwest.  It's  a  blatant  waste  a*  taxpayer 
dol 1 ars  and  it  will  never  be  accepted  by  sportsmen, 
conservationists,  and  Native  Americans  who  love  the  desert 
lands  for  their  intrinsic  value. 

The  Air  Force  already  has  sufficient  training  areas  at  the 
Saylor  Creek  Range  in  Idaho,  and  bases  in  Utah  and  Nevada. 
The  Air  Force's  own  people  have  admitted  that  this  expansion 
is  not  necessary  to  maintain  optimum  pilot  training  ar.d 
combat  readiness.  Nor  is  it  necessary  for  the  continuance 
of  Mountain  Home  AFB ,  which  has  already  survived  several 
rounds  of  base  closures. 

The  Owyhee  Canyonlands  is  rich  in  wildlife.  A  Quarter  of 
the  population  o*  the  California  Bighorn  Sheep  population  in 
North  America  resides  there,  plus  antelope,  sage  grouse, 
Peregrine  falcons,  redband  trout,  and  the  list  goes  on.  The 
area  is  unparalleled  in  scenic  beauty  and  grandeur  - 
comparable  to  the  Grand  Canyon  and  Yellowstone  National 
Park.  It  is  wortny  cf  far  more  than  being  bcmbed  and  burned 
into  oblivion. 

No  one  knows  for  certain  what  tne  effects  of  supersonic 
overflights,  bombings,  chaff  and  incendiary  flares  would 
have  on  wildlife.  Common  sense  tells  us  that  such 

E  disruption  and  stress  on  wildlife  breeding  patterns  and 
habitat  can  only  have  negative  impacts.  The  Air  Force  has 
not  comp! ied  with  NSPA  requirements  to  consider  at  1 
environmental  consequences.  Tne  oroposal  is  unneeded  and 
illegal.  It  should  be  scrapped . 

The  Owyhee  Canyonlands  are  a  national  treasure  and  deserve 
Our  protection,  not  descecration  by  the  U.S.  Air  Force. 

There  comes  a  time  when  a  line  must  be  drawn  as  to  what  the 
people  of  Idaho  must  accept  for  our  remaining  wild  lands. 
Enough  already!  The  soltitude  and  beauty  and  opportunity 
for  spiritual  renewal  offered  by  wild  places  such  as  the 
Owyhee  Canyonlands  is  quickly  disappearing  from  the  Earth . 
Our  greatest  legacy  to  future  generations  will  be  to  leave 
them  such  places  intact  and  unscarred .  The  Air  Force  does 
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USAS/BIM 
P.O.  Box  329 
Hoist,  ID  83701-0329 

GE-2  To  Whom  It  May  Concern: 

I  am  writing  once  again  to  voice  my  opposition  to  the  proposed  Idaho  Training  Range 
0TR).  There  are  three  points  which  support  my  conviction  that  this  expansion  is 
flawed: 


H.  The  Environmental  Impact  Statement  is  incomplete. 

.  The  adverse  impact  of  this  bombing  range  on  wildlife  has  not  been  adequately 
UI'4  examined. 

RV-lft  ' ^  *^he  adverse  itnpact  on  recreational  uses  on  the  Jarbidge  and  Bruneau  Rivers  has 
U  Lpot  been  thoroughly  examined. 

While  the  lack  of  a  thorough  assessment  of  the  impact  of  the  proposed  expansion  has 
not  been  completed,  I  believe  the  most  important  aspect  of  this  issue  is  the  affect  of 
this  training  range  on  the  Shoshone-Paiute  Tribes.  I  can  assure  you  that  if  instead  of 
an  Indian  reservation,  a  retirement  community  similar  to  Sun  City,  Arizona  existed  in 
this  area,  this  issue  would  be  mute.  The  fact  is  our  government  continues  it’s  sad 
history  of  adversely  impacting  the  lives  of  the  native  people  whose  ancestors 
inhabited  this  counrry  prior  to  European  expansion,  (t  is  unconscionable  to  me  that 
you  could  even  think  of  expanding  into  the  Duck  Valley  area. 

Thank  you  for  you  time  and  consideration  of  this  viewpoint. 


Sincerely, 


August  5,  1997 


U.S.  Airforce 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P  0  Box  329 

Boise,  Idaho  83701-0329 

GE-1  The  proposed  training  range  as  planned  by  the 
Air  Force  is  a  good  thing  —  necessary  to  the 
development  of  skills  that  may  one  day  be 
needed  to  protect  us  all. 


I  am  in  favor  of  such  a  plan. 

Madeleine  Rath 
Edmonds,  WA 
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US  Air  Force/  Bureau  of  Lind  Management 
P  0  Box  329 
Boise.  ID  83701-0329 

GE- 1  To  whom  it  may  concern, 

1  oppose  the  Air  Force  plani  to  create  a  supersonic  battlefield  and  new  bombing  range  in  the 
Owyhee  and  Bruneau  Cinyonlands  The  bombing  will  disrupt  wildlife  and  recreational  users 
There  are  very  few  places  left  in  the  world  that  are  truly  out  of  range  of  the  sounds  of  technology 
Please  find  another  location  for  your  bombing  range 
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Captain  M.  Millar 
Chief  366th  Wing  PA 
366  Cunf ightar  Ave . 

Mountain  Kona  Air  Torca  Base,  ZD  »364i-3291 
GE-1  Captain  Millar: 

we  believe  that  the  training  range  of  Mountain  Home  is  an  absolute 
necessity  due  to  unstable  world  conditions  end  the  possibility  that 
this  country  could  be  forced  into  additional  military  action  in 
either  Bosnia  or  Korea  in  the  next  year. 

It  is  our  opinion  that  the  Department  of  Defense  and  other 
government  agencies  have  done  exhaustive  research  in  where  the 
range  should  be  located.  If  they  had  a  better  location  than 
Mountain  Home  to  train  pilots,  wa  belleva  they  would  be  considering 
that  location.  Because  of  our  year  around  flying  weather  and  the 
sparse  population,  this  is  the  place.  Bearing  that  in  mind,  we 
would  suggest  that  of  the  three  alternatives  the  air  force  has 
chosen,  they  should  pursue  the  one  that  will  effect  the  Indian 
nation  least.  The  air  force  should  always  raaembar  the  range  le 
for  everyone  under  the  multiple  use  concept. 

rroa  a  hard  dollar  and  cents  standpoint,  after  college  and  five 
years  of  active  duty,  we  have  some  very  expensive  manpower  and 
aquipmant.  If  we  lose  a  pilot  and  an  airplane,  we  have  lost  over 
three  million  dollars.  More  than  that  we  have  lost  one  of  the  most 
effective,  well  trained  weapons  (pilot  end  jet)  ever  to  protect 
thia  country  and  the  free  world.  Replacement  co»t  le  prohibitive. 
The  Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Baee  is  the  most  advanced  composite 
wing  in  the  free  world  today  and  we  would  liXe  it  to  stay  that  way. 

We  support  and  salute  you  and  this  republic  as  envisioned  under  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States. 

Sincerely  yours, 
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Captain  M.  Miller 
Chief  366th  WinS  P.A. 

366  Gunfighter  Av.  Suite  !  32 
Mountain  Home.  AFB,  id.  53643-3291 


'l-it'V 


GE*1  Captain  Miller, 


I  would  like  to  express  my  support  for  the  “Enhanced  Training  In  Idaho'  proposal.  The  Air 
force  has  incorporated  many  of  the  issues  and  concerns  of  special  interest  groups  into  the  three 
proposed  alternatives.  I  think  the  Juniper  Butte  site  is  the  most  desirable  in  my  view. 
Specifically,  the  Juniper  Butte  site  accommodates  the  concerns  of  the  Native  Americans,  and  the 
ranchers,  and  lowers  the  overall  noise  levels  for  most  of  Owyhee  County. 


I  hope  this  time,  the  Air  Force  completes  the  NEPA  process  and  builds  a  range. 


/tf,oW  X  ^,'-ct7'tC.W 
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Captain  M.  Miller 

Chief,  366th  Wing  PA 

366  Gun  lighter  A  v.  #132 

MHAFB,  Id  53648-5291 

001002 

Captain  M.  Miller 

Chief.  366th  Wing  PA 

366  Gunfighter  Av.  ft  1 52 

MHAFB,  Id  53648-3291 

19  June  1997 

GE-1  Captain  Miller, 

GE- 1  Dear  Coptain  Miller, 

1  VV0U,J  ,ikc  ,0  commom  ‘n  support  of  the  “ET1“  draft  EIS.  Specifically  alternatives, 

B.C.  and  D,  will  work  for  the  residents  of  Elmore  and  Owyhee  County.  1  support  the  findings 
concerning  the  projected  noise  levels,  the  impacts  to  ivildlife  and  local  ranchers.  I  do  not 
support  the  claims  of  the  Shoshone  Piautes.  They  can  not  change  history.  They  have  no  more 
rights  to  the  use  of  public  lands,  than  any  other  citizen. 

I  would  also  like  to  tell  t|>e  air  force  that  not  all  citizens  of  Idaho  think  that  Owyhee 

County  should  be  made  a  National  Park.  I  for  one,  think  if  is  just  great  now  and  don’t  want 
anymore  federal  land  managers  from  New  York  telling  me  what  1  need  to  do  for  Owyhee 

County,  Idaho.  1  support  the  'ETI'  DEIS. 

Please  consider  my  comments  concerning  the  “ETI’  DEIS.  I  support  any  of  the 
alternatives.  B.C,  or  D.  Specifically,  t  feel  the  noise  analysis  describes  the  real  noise  impacts  ( 
have  been  a  frequent  visiter  to  the  desert  area  called  the  Y-P  desert  and  the  Bruneau  River/ 

Sheep  Creek  system.  Most  of  the  year  the  area  is  not  desirable  for  foot  travel.  Never  have  I 
been  subjected  to  a  low  level  overflights.  I  have  seen  jets,  but  they  presented  no  problem  or 
disruption  to  my  travel. 

I  am  also  a  hunter,  and  have  hunted  in  the  Owyhee  area.  Any  hunter  can  be  disturbed, 
usually  it  is  another  hunter,  not  a  jet.  To  claim  jets  arc  not  compatible  with  military  training  is 
just  not  true. 

Finally,  I  would  like  to  reject  the  claims  to  public  lands  as  expressed  by  Shoshone  Piaute 
tribal  leaders.  They  cannot  change  Idaho  history.  They  should  have  the  same  rights  to  public 
land  use  as  I  do . ...  no  more  ..  no  less. 

V\€,v47  t-W<-OS€.J 
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Captain  H.  Miller 

ChUr  3<6th  Wing  PA 

ass  CunfigAter  Avenue 

Mountain  Hone  Air  force  B&£«,  ID  81648 

June  27,  199? 

GE-1  Captain  Hiller, 

TRe  llpore  County  impact  steering  Ccamlttee  (ECISC}  mtror.gly 
eapports  "ETl"  altornatlvoc  8,  C  or  0.  Me  feol  that  erv  of  thee* 
alternatives  provide  the  deeired  training  capability  u  well  as 
sddrsea  concern*  of  other*. 

There  would  be  no  impact  on  the  wild  sheep.  The  target  ares*  ire 
not  neat  the  native  American  reservation.  ?he  few  river  rafters 
that  eriet  would  not  be  effected.  Tho  area  Is  used  by  very  few 
people  for  fishing,  hunting,  camping  or  other  recreational 
sctivjtiee. 

Our  eleven  member  committee,  made  up  ef  local  businesa/profeestonal 
people,  urges  the  Air  force  to  complote  this  training  range  process 
as  expeditiously  as  paselble.  The  best  intereate  of  the  comounity. 
State  of  Idaho  and  ouc  nation  vill  benefit  from  your  successful 
efforts. 


Chairman 

GB/rs 


August  8,  1997 

US  Air  Force  /  Bureau  Of  Land  Management 

PO  BOX  329 

Boise,  ID  81 702-03  29 

GE-1  Ladies  and  Gentlemen 

Please  consider  this  a  supplement  to  my  letter  of  August  4.  1997,  on  the  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Enhanced  Training  Range  in  Idaho 

In  1995,  the  National  Park  Service  completed  the  Report  on  effects  of  aircraft  overflights 
on  the  National  Park  System ;  execvthr  summary .  report  to  Congress,  appendixes,  199 i. 

Enclosed  are  several  pages  from  the  report  They-  show  the  impacts  from  overflights  on 
park  visitors  I  urge  you  to  include  this  information,  along  with  the  data  from  the  BSU 
Visitors  Use  Survey,  in  the  Background  section  on  Page  4-202  of  the  DEIS. 

Table  3,  on  page  18.  lists  the  number  of  visitors  hearing  or  seeing  aircraft  and  the 
resultant  impacts  Only  20  1%  of  the  visitors  reported  hearing  aircraft  Only  1 .9% 
reported  that  hearing  aircraft  interfered  with  their  park  visit.  Only  1.6%  reported  that  they 
were  annoyed  by  hearing  aircraft  and  only  2  8%  said  that  hearing  aircraft  interfered  with 
their  appreciation  of  natural  quiet  Moreover,  only  IS  8%  actually  saw  aircraft  and  only 
3  0%  reported  being  annoyed  by  seeing  aircraft 

Figure  4-3  on  page  91,  depicts  the  views  of  visitor  who  were  ask  how  much  the  sounds  of 
aircraft  interfered  with  their  appreciation  of  historical  and  cultural  significance  of  parks  In 
I  selected  cultural  parks,  95  3  %  of  the  respondents  reported  no  interference  at  all  In  the 
system  wide  response  at  39  parks,  only  2%  repotted  moderate  to  extreme  interference 
Simply  stated.  There  is  no  wide-spread  impart  on  the  appreciation  and  enjoyment 
of  hbtorical  and  cultural  resources  from  aircraft  overflights. 


Page  101  lists  acoustic  impacts  on  structures  within  the  parks  The  text  states,  "This  slow 
process,  along  with  myriad  intervening  factors ,  mate  it  difficult  to  prove  conclusively 
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that  any  particular  structure  failed  due  to  aircraft  noise  exposure  alone  or  even  that  the 
process  was  hastened  by  such  exposure. " 

Table  l  on  page  108  shows  responses  by  specific  animals  to  aircraft  overflights. 

Responses  of  Bighorn  sheep  are  listed  therein  A  thorough  review  of  the  research 
documents  listed  in  the  reference  section  discloses  no  serious  adverse  response  to 
overflights.  Sheep  will  run  a  few  meters  when  disturbed  by  low  level  overflights  and  their 
heart  rates  will  increase  slightly,  returning  to  normal  in  less  that  2  minutes.  None  of  the 
researchers  documented  sheep  "dropping  dead”  from  overflights.  The  research  data  did 
show  that  disturbance  i*  greatest  from  foot  traffic  followed  by  helicopters,  fixed  wing 
aircraft  and  last  by  military  jet  aircraft  The  first  two  source  of  disturbance  can  be  easily 
curtailed  by  the  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and  Game — reduce  the  number  of  hunting 
permits  and  terminate  helicopter  counts  of  the  animals.  Neither  of  the  first  two  sources  of 
disturbance  are  related  to  impacts  of  the  Enhanced  Training  Range.  In  other  words,  do 
not  get  “suckered  “  into  a  heavily  taxpayer-financed  mitigation  plan  or  payoff  for  impacts 
that  ire  only  minimally  (jet  overflights)  related  to  the  proposed  action. 


Figures  7.2  and  7.3,  on  pages  157  and  160,  dearly  demonstrate  that  neither  park  managers 
or  visitors  were  concerned  about  personal  safety  from  overflights. 

The  following  conclusions  can  readily  be  reached  from  review  of  this  329  page  report: 

First,  overflights  have  only  a  very  minimal  impact  on  the  safety  and  enjoyment  of 
park  visitor).  Second,  overflights  have  a  very  minimal  impact  on  visitors 
appreciation  and  enjoyment  of  cultural  and  historical  resources  and  there  Is  no 
evidence  of  structural  damage  from  aircraft  exposure  or  that  (hat  the  process  is 
hastened  by  such  exposure.  Third,  overflights  from  military  jets  have  only  minimal 
impacts  on  the  behavioral  and  physiological  responses  of  bighorn  sheep. 

In  summary,  from  the  information  furnished  in  my  first  letter  on  the  BSU Research  Survey 
(1993);  The  US  Forest  Service  Survey  of  Overflights  Of  The  National  Forest  System 
(1992)  and  the  aforementioned  National  Park  Service  Report  To  The  Congress  (1995), 
one  can  conclude  that  the  sounds  and  sights  of  overflights  have  little  to  no  impact  on 
visitors  to  the  ROl,  only  minimal  impacts  on  larte  mammals  (bighorn  sheep)  and  no 
impacts  on  cultural  resources  (Kxhic  scatters).  Overflights  are  not  a  problem. 

Therefore,  I  urge  you  not  to  accept  some  logic  fallacy  that  current  information  on  noise  is 
inadequate  or  unavailable  and  that  millions  of  dollars  in  endless  new  studies,  research  or 
methodology  are  needed  assess  an  infinite  number  of  parameters  of  noise  when  it  will 
have  virtually  no  significant  impact  on  the  human  or  natural  environment 


If  I  can  furnish  any  additional  information,  please  contact  me. 


Rancho  San  Benito 

12500  COALING  A  ROAD 
PAICINES,  CA  95043 


OO’O&i- 


August  3,  1997 

I-  Why  should  the  Air  Tores  be  allowed  to  uss  hsllcoptsrs  to  ch*s«  down 
|  pregnant  ewes  end  put  radio  collars  on  theo? 

The  high  desert  of  the  Owyhee  Can  on  lands  provides  a  home  for  s  large 
population  of  California  desert  bighorn  sheep  and  shouldn't  be  allowed 
for  the  Air  fore*  to  uae  It  as  a  bcnblng  rang#. 

Why  can't  the  Armed  Forces  stop  boobing  our  land?  The  Cold  War  la  over! 

Hr  C.C.  Edington 
Mrs  Ruth  T.  Edington 
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August  15, 1997 

United  States  Air  Force 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
PO  Box  329 
Boise,  ID  83701-0329 

Comments  on  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement 


GE-2  Dear  Folks, 


Idaho  Rivers  United  appreciates  the  opportunity  to 
comment  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
for  the  Air  Force’s  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho  We 
support  Alternative  A,  the  no  action  alternative,  as  the 
only  alternative  which  does  not  degrade  the  spectacular 
rivers  of  the  Owyhee  Canyonlands  which  IRU  has  been 
working  to  protect  since  1990. 

Idaho  Rivers  United  it  a  statewide  river  conservation 
organization  with  over  1600  members.  Our  mission  ia  to 
advocate  for  the  protection  of  the  integrity  of  river 
systems.  This  includes  not  only  issues  related  to  water 
quality  and  quantity  but  also  issues  which  may  impact 
the  recreational  experiences  of  our  membership.  The 
Jarbidge,  Bruneau,  and  Owyhee  River  systems  offer 
truly  unique  recreational  opportunities  which  will  be 
severely  diminished  should  the  Air  Force  proceed  with 
any  of  the  action  alternatives.  Following  is  a  discussion 
of  the  reasons  we  adamantly  oppose  any  increases  in  Air 
Force  activities  anywhere  in  the  Owyhee  Canyonlands. 


The  single  biggest  impact  to  IRU  members  hiking, 
floating  and  fishing  in  the  canyons  is  the  noise.  This 
includes  not  only  sonic  boom  events  but  also  increased 
noise  levels  from  increased  overflights,  night  time 
activities  and  generators  on  the  canyon  rim  used  to 
power  the  emitter  sites.  None  of  these  disturbances  are 
acceptable  or  compatible  with  the  quiet  and  solitude 
found  in  the  canyonlands. 


The  noise  study  relied  on  in  the  DEIS  is  ludicrous.  People  react  to 
sonic  booms  as  dramatic  environmental  disturbances,  not  general 
background  noise.  Similarly  noise  associated  with  overflights  and 
aerial  exercises  is  extremely  intrusive  and  disturbing  when 
"encountered  in  an  area  as  remote  as  the  Owyhee  Canyonlands.  The 
Air  Force  has  made  no  attempt  to  quantify  the  noise  impacts  from  the 
perspective  of  outdoor  recreationists  in  the  Canyonlands. 

RV-8  Comparisons  to  human  noise  tolerances  in  urban  settings  has 
absolutely  nothing  to  do  with  this  project  and  its  impacts.  The 
obvious  lack  of  data  on  this  issue  does  not  equate  to  no  impacts  *  it 
simply  equates  to  an  inadequate  DEIS! 

This  argument  is  supported  further  by  the  Air  Force's  1996-1997 
Environmental,  Safety  and  Occupational  Health  Research. 
Development  and  Acquisition  Strategic  Plan  which  found  that  the 
Air  Force’s  current  noise  analysis  methods  are  inadequate  when 
applied  to  rural  and  wilderness  areas.  The  plan  acknowledges  that 
NO-11  the  methods  currently  being  used  were  developed  for  evaluating  noise 
impacts  to  urban  populations  and  ‘...no  useful  quantitative 
information  of  any  kind  exists...'  for  evaluating  the  impacts  of 
aircraft  noise  on  outdoor  recreationists.  Furthermore,  the  plan 
emphasizes  that  the  Air  Force  is  in  danger  of  being  found  in  violation 
of  NEPA  which  could  ultimately  Impact  their  training  mission. 

Furthermore,  the  DEIS  does  not  address  the  environmental 
consequences  of  authorizing  supersonic  flights,  claiming  this  was 
[“analyzed  in  the  1992  AFI  E1S.  However,  the  court  declined  to  accept 
Dr-4  1992  EIS  because  it  violated  NEPA.  The  Air  Force  has  never 

completed  a  legally  acceptable  analysis  of  the  environmental  impacts 
wn  in  of  currently  authorized  supersonic  flights  and  the  DEIS  does  nothing 
INU-1U  ^  correct  the  equation  or  to  analyze  cumulative  impacts  of  current 
and  proposed  numbers  of  supersonic  flights. 

Degradation  of  Wilderness  River  Experience 

Over  350  miles  of  rivers  In  the  Owyhee  Canyonlands  have  been  found 
eligible  for  inclusion  in  the  National  Wild  and  Scenic  River  System. 
The  Air  Forces'  finding  that  the  ETI  will  do  nothing  to  diminish  the 
outstanding  resource  values  of  these  rivers  and  thereby  the  likelihood 
of  national  protection  is  erroneous.  While  the  canyon  walls  may  not 
change,  the  scenic  quality,  opportunities  for  viewing  wildlife,  and 
overall  recreational  experience  will  be  greatly  diminished. 

Numerous  overflights,  sonic  booms,  chaff,  and  flares  are 
incompatible  with  the  wilderness  values  found  in  these  canyons. 
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The  Jarbidge  and  Bruneau  Rivers  were  both  found  to  have  Class  A 
Scenic  Quality.  Tho  presence  of  Utter  in  the  form  of  Chaff,  potential 
loss  of  native  plant  communities,  and  visuat  pollution  above  the 
canyon  rim  will  diminish  the  overall  scenic  quality  of  these  rivers. 
One  of  the  attractions  to  these  rivers  are  the  frequent  opportunities  to 
hike  out  of  the  canyons  and  view  the  entire  region  from  a  different 
perspective.  These  vistas  will  be  severely  degraded  by  the  presence  of 
emitter  aites  and  the  accompanying  new  roads,  not  to  mention  the 
noise  and  air  pollution  associated  with  the  diesel  powered  generators 
used  to  run  the  emitters.  People  go  to  places  like  the  Jarbidge  and 
Bruneau  Canyons  to  escape  these  lights,  sounds  and  smells. 

Night  activities  and  lights  are  particularly  intrusive.  One  of  the  most 
apectacular  features  of  these  canyons  is  the  night  iky  with  incredible 
stars  on  a  clear  moonless  night.  Night  exercises  are  completely 
incompatible  with  this  peaceful  time.  Any  lights  such  as  those 
[“already  found  at  Grasmere  are  inappropriate.  The  DEIS  does 
RV-I2  nothing  to  evaluate  the  impacts  to  recreational  users  or  wildlife  of 
these  nighttime  intrusions. 

"The  DEIS  provides  inadequate  information  about  the  quantity  of 
DP-50  cany°n  *nd  river  overflights  making  it  impossible  for  the  reader  to 

evaluate  the  exact  impacts  of  the  ETI  proposal.  Overflights  are  IRU’s 
‘number  one  concern,  so  this  lack  of  information  is  very  problematic. 
However,  IRU  receives  complaints  that  the  number  of  overflights  is 
currently  unacceptable  so  we  strongly  believe  any  increase  in  the 
activity  level  over  this  region  is  too  much. 


The  Air  Force's  plans  to  increase  the  amount  of  ChafT  used  in  the 
Canyonlands  is  completely  unacceptable.  Most  of  the  ChafT  will  be 
dropped  to  the  west  of  the  target  areas  and  emitter  sites  thus  allowing 
the  prevailing  winds  to  ultimately  deposit  fibers  into  the  Jarbidge  - 
“Bruneau  Canyons.  The  Navy  has  determined  that  although  Chaff  is 
highly  dispersed  when  deployed,  environmental  factors  lead  to  its 
concentration  over  time.  Chaff  that  ends  up  in  the  bottom  of  the 
canyons  will  most  certainly  stay  there  to  be  continuously 
resuspended  as  the  particles  become  smaller. 

This  phenomena  appears  to  be  occurring  already  since  IRU  has 
received  an  increased  number  of  complaints  regarding  the  presence 
of  ChafT  in  the  river  canyons.  Our  objection  to  the  use  of  ChafT  in  the 
Canyonlands  is  twofold:  first  it  is  a  source  of  litter  and  second  it 
represents  a  potential  health  hazard.  As  an  organization,  IRU 
promotes  low  impact  camping  and  works  extensively  with  river 


management  agencies  to  adopt  recreational  guidelines  which  protect 
river  corridors  from  any  permanent  impacts  associated  with  river 
running.  Some  of  our  members  huve  volunteered  with  the  Bureau  of 
Land  Management  to  monitor  Impacts  to  campgrounds  along  the 
Bruneau  River  which  hos  experienced  an  enormous  increase  in  use 
over  the  past  five  years.  The  dispersion  of  aluminum  trash  into  these 
areas  is  completely  contradictory  to  the  efforts  of  organizations  such 
as  IRU  and  the  BLM  to  maintain  the  pristine  character  of  these  river 
canyon  environments. 

In  addition  to  the  overall  environmental  degradation  caused  by  the 
presence  of  ChafT,  there  are  also  health  concerns  which  have  not 
been  adequately  addressed  in  the  DEIS.  In  a  series  of  memos  last  fall 
between  the  Nevada  Division  of  Environmental  Protection  and 
Carson  City  District  BLM,  the  issue  of  chaff  as  a  public  health  hazard 
was  discussed.  The  Division  stated  two  primary  concerns  on  how 
Chaff  effects  the  environment.  The  first  concern  regards  the 
potential  for  the  creation  of  inhalable  particulates  to  occur  from  the 
mechanical  break  down  and  resuspension  of  fibers.  The  Division’s 
second  concern  deals  with  the  physical  deposition  of  solid  waste  on 
public  and  private  lands.  They  found  that  there  is  very  little 
information  on  the  amounts  of  Chaff  currently  deposited  and  how 
these  fibers  decompose  in  the  environment. 

As  a  result,  the  departments  aro  developing  a  PM10  monitoring 
system  to  evaluate  the  amount  of  particulates  in  the  air  as  a  result  of 
Chaff  deposits  by  the  Navy.  Air  Force  plans  to  Increase  the  use  of 
Chaff  by  30-55^  is  irresponsible  when  there  is  so  little  information  on 
the  impacts  of  current  use  levels.  The  ETI  DEIS  needs  a  more 
adequate  evaluation  of  the  cumulative  impacts  of  Chaff  on  wildlife 
and  humans. 


The  primary  cause  of  water  quality  degradation  in  the  desert  canyon 
rivers  is  sedimentation  from  surface  erosion  generally  associated 
with  roads,  off-road  vehicle  use  and  the  loss  of  vegetative  cover  due  to 
fire  and  grazing.  Activities  associated  with  the  ETI  will  generate 
increased  erosion  and  sedimentation  across  the  Impacted 
watersheds.  New  road  construction  and  widening  of  existing  roads 
is  a  direct  source  of  sedimentation.  Any  additional  roads  or  road 
improvements  also  increases  the  amount  of  access  into  these  areas 
and  consequently  the  potential  for  human  caused  disturbances  such 
as  fire  and  off- road  vehicle  use. 
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Any  use  of  flares  over  this  fragile  desert  environment  is  absurd. 
Recreationista  are  told  not  to  build  fires  without  fire  pans,  yet  the  Air 
Force  can  drop  flares  throughout  the  MOA.  We  realize  the  flares  are 
intended  to  burn  out  before  they  hit  the  ground,  but  the  volatility  of 
this  landscape,  particularly  from  June  •  October,  is  so  high  that  the 
1%  risk  of  a  burning  flare  hitting  the  ground  is  unacceptable.  Given 
the  use  of  flares  throughout  the  MOA  and  the  rugged  terrain  of  the 
Canyonlands,  it  is  unlikely  that  Air  Force  fire  crews  will  be  at  the 
scene  very  quickly  when  an  accidental  fire  does  occur  in  a  remote 
^location.  Once  the  native  vegetation  is  lost,  it  can  not  be  easily 
replaced.  Any  loss  of  native  plant  communities  will  result  in  the 
destabilization  of  slopes,  an  increase  in  soil  'erosion,  and  a  reduction 
in  water  quality  throughout  the  impacted  watershed. 

Economic  Ramifications 

IRU  disagrees  with  the  Air  Force's  finding  that  there  will  be  no 
economic  impact  on  the  recreation  industry  as  a  result  of  the  ET1. 
These  canyons  offer  a  truly  unique  wilderness  river  experience 
which  has  been  pursued  by  more  and  more  people  every  year. 

Private  boaters  will  tolerate  a  certain  amount  of  disturbance  since  the 
natural  features  of  these  canyons  are  so  spectacular.  However,  the 
escalation  of  activities  associated  with  the  ETI  may  push  many  who 
are  truly  seeking  solitude  to  go  elsewhere  thus  adversely  impacting 
the  communities  that  sell  gas,  supplies  and  provide  shuttle  services 
to  river  runners. 

Individuals  paying  a  premium  price  for  an  outfitted  trip  do  not  wish 
to  be  subjected  to  overflights  and  sonic  booms.  They  are  paying 
money  to  see  wildlife  and  hear  nothing  but  natural  sounds  •  two 
opportunities  which  are  becoming  increasingly  scarce  in  these 
canyons  due  to  the  Air  Force’s  activities.  An  outfitter  can  not 
advertise  a  true  wilderness  experience  with  promises  of  wildlife 
viewing  it' the  reality  is  floating  through  a  war  games  zone. 

Decreases  in  these  trips  will  not  only  impact  the  outfitter  but  their 
suppliers  as  well.  There  is  no  mention  in  the  DEIS  about  such 
impacts. 

Procedural  Concerns 

IRU  has  several  concerns  related  to  the  overall  process  the  Air  Force 
has  been  going  through  for  the  past  seven  years  in  their  efforts  to 

Smb  Owyhee  County.  First  of  all,  the  Air  Force  has  still  not 
monstrated  a  need  for  this  range  which  can  justify  the 
vironmental  and  economic  costs  associated  with  it.  The  Air  Force 
is  scheduled  to  conduct  an  overall  needs  assessment  beginning  this 


Lfall.  ItW( 
County  si 


would  seem  that  any  further  plans  for  a  range  in  Owyhee 
should  be  put  on  hold  until  this  study  has  been  completed. 


Secondly,  the  DEIS  is  totally  inadequate.  There  is  very  little  data  and 
no  cumulative  impacts  analysis.  The  fact  that  the  entire  document  is 
based  on  the  legally  deficient  1992  AFI  EIS  renders  it  deficient. 
Cumulative  impacts  analysis  is  required  by  law  and  by  definition 
mandates  the  evaluation  of  all  environmental  impacts  in  order  to 
prevent  this  type  of  incrementalism. 

Another  concern  is  that  the  DEIS  does  not  apply  to  other  branches  of 
the  military  that  will  be  using  the  range.  All  uses  of  the  range  need 
_to  be  identified  and  evaluated  for  potential  impacts.  Eliminating  U.S. 
Air  Force  flights  during  lambing  season  does  not  provide  adequate 
mitigation  if  the  U.S.  Array  or  a  foreign  Air  Force  can  conduct 
exercises  during  this  time  period. 

The  DEIS  does  not  incorporate  the  findings  of  the  Integrated 
Scientific  Assessment  for  Ecosystem  Management  in  the  Interior 
Columbia  Basin.  That  document  identifies  four  major  problems 
facing  land  managers  in  the  region:  1)  reducing  wildfire  risks,  2) 
restoring  fish  and  aquatic  habitat,  3)  reducing  road  related 
sedimentation,  and  4)  reducing  the  spread  of  noxious  weeds.  The  ETI 
proposal  will  increase  the  risk  of  wildfire,  potentially  harm  fish  and 
aquatic  habitat,  increase  road-related  sedimentation  and  increase 
ground  disturbance  that  leads  to  more  noxious  weeds.  The  DEIS  also 
fails  to  explain  how  the  proposed  action  fits  in  with  the  Upper 
Columbia  River  Basin  Draff  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

Finally,  the  activities  associated  with  the  ETI  are  incompatible  with 
the  BLM's  management  objectives  for  the  preservation  of  the 
wilderness  character  of  the  canyons  and  public  education  efforts 
regarding  low  impact  camping,  noxious  weed  control  and  protection 
of  water  quality.  IRU  has  worked  with  the  BLM  area  to  try  and 
maintain  the  incredible  scenic  and  wilderness  qualities  associated 
with  these  truly  unique  rivers.  The  Air  Force’s  current  activities  are 
in  direct  contrast  to  these  objectives  and  any  increase  in  activity  is 
completely  unacceptable. 


Wendy  Wilsorf 
Executive  Director 


Written  Comments 


243 


Helen  Langworthy 

333  S.  Straughan  AVe.  #221 

Boise,  ID  83712 
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I  am  not  so  fearful  that  outside  enemies  will  wreak  havoc  on  this 
country  as  I  am  of  the  Insidious  forces  within  this  land  that  are 
slowly  eroding  the  hope,  trust,  productivity,  and  even  creativity  of 
our  people. 

Resources  need  to  be  directed  towards  constructive  solutions  to 
our  debilitating  problems  rather  than  to  destructive  capabilities.  I 
favor  maintaining  the  viability  of  the  Mt.  Home  community  but 
through  more  positive  activities. 

With  vision  the  facilities  and  personnel  already  at  Mt.  Home 
could  be  utilized  to  rehabilitate  the  country's  aimless  youth  by 
doing  what  the  military  does  well: 

1.  organize 

2.  discipline 

3.  train  for  jobs  In  the  technological  age 

4.  develop  proficiency  in  crafts  useful  to  society 

5.  put  graduated  work  in  their  communities  building 
housing,  infrastructure,  and  working  with  the  inner-city  youth. 
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U  S.  Air  Force/  Bureau  of  land  Management 
P.  0.  Box  329 
Boise,  ID  8370 1*0329 

GE-2  ^car  5>rJ  and  Madams. 

Please  accept  these  comments  on  the  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS) 

I  oppose  the  Air  Force  plans  to  create  a  supersonic  battlefield  and  new  bombing 
range  in  the  Owyhee  and  Bruneau  CiryonJands.  All  of  the  proposed  alternatives  will  be 
too  loud  and  stanling  to  people  and  animals  on  the  ground.  The  roar  of  a  jet  or  shock  of  a 
ionic  boom  is  entirely  unexpected  in  a  place  as  wild  and  remote  as  the  Bruneau  and 
Owyhee  Rivers  The  character  of  the  area  will  be  destroyed. 

The  DEIS  grossly  underestimates  the  effects  of  the  extremely  loud  and 
unpredictable  noise  on  people  and  animals.  None  of  the  snidies  cited  evaluate  noise 

NO-2  pollution  in  wilderness  areas.  It  is  rot  acceptable  to  compare  noise  tolerance  on  a  city 
street  with  noise  tolerance  on  the  Bruneau  River.  Indeed,  noise  on  a  city  street  does  not 
even  approach  the  sound  level  of  low  flying  subsonic  jets. 

PN- 1  ”  The  Air  Force  has  never  demonstrated  a  need  for  the  new  battlefield  It  is  wrong  to 
sacrifice  one  of  North  America’s  most  beautiful  and  enjoyable  places  in  order  to  simply 
enhance  training  capabilities.  In  times  of  national  crisis,  such  a  need  may  be  justifiable, 
but  certainly  not  now 

The  proposed  expansion  is  not  good  for  the  land,  the  wildlife  or  the  people  of  Idaho. 
The  Bruneau,  Jarfcidge  and  Owyhee  canyonlands  are  extraordinary  and  deserve  national 
recognition  and  protection,  not  militajy  invasion. 


OO’.O&S 


August  9,  1997 


USAF/BLM 
P.O.  Box  329 

Boise.  Idaho  83702-0329 


Dear  US  Air  Force  and  Bureau  of  Land  Management, 

There  has  been  much  controversy  lately  in  the  media  about  the 
proposed  extension  of  the  Air  Force  training  range  in  the  Owyhee 
Desert.  I  would  like  to  express  my  opinion  on  the  matter. 

While  it  is  certainly  admirable  to  want  to  protect  the 
wildlife  in  the  area  to  the  greatest  extent  possible,  I  feel  that 
we  must  put  a  higher  precedence  on  the  training  of  our  fighting 
men  and  women. 

I  feel  very  strongly  that  if  we  are  to  send  young  men  and 
women  into  combat  that  we  have  a  moral  obligation  to  provide  then 
with  the  best  possible  training  available.  If  that  means  that  we 
need  to  expand  the  training  range,  at  the  possible  expense  of 
seme  wildlife,  X  strongly  support  that  move. 

Please  put  my  vote  down  in  favor  of  the  training  range 
expansion. 


Ben  Jepson 

2820  W.  Pine  Ave. 

Meridian,  Idaho  63642 
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Au&xt  /?  /??7 

US  Aie  Foxce/Buxeaa  of  land  flymt. 

P,  0.  Sox  )2? 

Soixe,  Id.  SJ70/ -012? 

To  Whom  it  t* ay  Conoeen, 

l  have  alwayx  been  £ox  fountain  Home  A  Lx  Foxce  3a, tc.  /  had  a  ad  a- in- Lax/ 
there,  and  [  hav e  a  non  that  nan.  been  in  the  Six  Foxce  fox  22  yeaxx.  i  have 
Looked  into  th e  aix  plants  effect  an  wild  Lift,  and  found  they  have  vexy  little. 
Gxeyon  love*  the  Lx  A  Lx  date,  and  they  know  the  Saxe  and  people  c an  Live  toyethe*. 
1  love  it  when  I  can.  xtand  out  xide  my  home  and  xee  the  plane*,  fly  ove\.  I  know 
ih.e  Country  in  protected. .  I  know  the  xvney  that  Lx  bxouyht  into  the  State  ol 
Idaho  by  haviny  the  Saxe  hexe.  I  know  you  don't  uxe  a  lot  of  live  bomhx.  I 

hope  we  can  aJbtmyx  have  the  Saxe. 

Thanh  you  foe  axhiny  me  fox  my  comment*. 

Thanh  Sou, 

£dktk.&£r 

Idith  Utt 
■JFt  ti>.  OXkrn 
&i£*Zi>  f332S 


246 


Written  Comments 


io:3i  tJtos  i»  nos 


m  wq/ta 


0k: 


0G10S9 


001100 


A^st  2D,  1907 


US  'Air  Force/Bureau  cf  Land  Management 

P.0.  Box  329 

Boise,  ID  83701-0329 

GE-2  Dear  US  Air  Force  and  Bureau  of  Land  Management, 

This  letter  contains  my  carmen  t$  regarding  the  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in 
pNf  -  jldaho  (ETI)  Draft  Envirormantal  Impact  Statement  (EIS).  The  ETI  proposal  fails 
*  ^*1  I  to  demonstrate  a  compelling  need  for  its  construction  and  air  space  changes. 

txaments  made  by  Air  Force  officials  contend  the  366th  Wing  is  ore  of  the  best 
trained  and  combat  ready  units  in  the  world.  This  indicates  to  me  the  Air  Force 
has  done  an  excellent  training  job  with  the  training  resources  currently  available 
to  them.  A  national  comprehensive  training  needs  assessment  is  needed  to  quantify 
_  all  of  the  Air  Force's  training  needs,  including  at  Mountain  Home  AFB.  For  this 

PN-D  reason  alone  the  Clover  Butte  (Alt  B),  Grasmere  (Alt  C),  and  Juniper  thitte 

(Alt  D)  alternatives  are  all  unexceptable. 

A  serious  flaw  in  the  EIS  is  the  gross  underestimation  of  the  noise  effects  for 
each  proposed  alternative.  I  have  been  startled  and  scared  many  times  by  Air 
NO-4  Force  jets  in  Owyhee  County  and  can  attest  the  sound  and  associated  effects  rank 
ouch  greater  than  a  vacim  cleaner  as  referenced  in  the  EIS.  Evaluating  noise  on 
_an  "average"  scale  Is  a  very  misleading  and  inaccurate  basis  in  this  case. 

With  this  latest  EIS,  the  Air  Force  is  again  illegally  separating  impacts 
DP-4  associated  with  the  proposed  ETI  from  the  injects  of  creating  the  composite  wing 
and  bringing  the  B-l  bomber  to  Mountain  Home  AFB.  Failure  to  link  the  cuiulative 
“Impacts  of  all  new  actions  hides  the  real  cumulative  increases  in  noise,  fire 
risks,  chaff  and  flares,  and  other  points  of  contention.  This  was  a  mortal 
DP-7  insufficiency  of  an  earlier  EIS  (for  the  ITR)  and  has  not  been  corrected  in 
_the  EIS  for  the  ETI. 

The  cultural,  historical,  recreational,  wildness,  spiritual,  wildlife,  and  other 
biological  values  of  the  plateaus  and  canyons  of  the  Owyhee  landscape  have 
regional  and  national  significance.  It  is  impossible  to  mitigate  for  many  of 
these  other  valuse  across  the  landscape.  The  EIS  seems  very  casual  about  these 
other  values  in  many  instances  and  dismisses  potentail  impacts  as  minor  or  none. 
[“The  EIS  fails  to  recognize  that  in  many  cases  impacts  are  unknown,  or  if  taken 
PR-24  I  over  a  longer  timeframe  significant  adverse  effects  can  be  expected. 


Captain  K.  Miller 
Chief  3«6th  Wing 
3 <6  Ounfaghfcar  Ave. 

Mountain  Home  Air  force  Baas,  ID  •35*18-5291 


GE-1  Captain  Miller: 


For  all  the  above  reasons  I  support  a  No  Action  alternative.  I  thank  you  for 
your  time  and  look  forward  to  a  fair  re-evaluation  of  the  ETI. 

Sincerely, 

Michael  Marcus o 

1411  N  23  St.,  Boise,  ID  83702 


We  believe  that  the  training  range  of  Mountain  none  is  an  absolute 
necessity  due  to  unstable  world  eondltion*  and  the  possibility  that 
this  country  could  be  forced  Ir.to  additional  *LLitary  aetlcn  in 
either  Bosnia  or  rcraa  Jn  the  next  year. 

It  Is  our  opinion  t bat  th»  Department  of  Defense  and  ot,her 
government  agencies  have  done  exhauetive'  ri'search"  in  ‘where  the 
range  should  bo  located.  If  they  had  a  better  location  than 
Mountain  Hone  to  train  pilots,  ve  believe  they  would  be  considering 
that  location.  Becauie  of  our  year  around  flying  weather  and  the 
sparse  population,  thia  U  the  place.  Bearing  that  in  Bind,  v» 
would  cuggost  that  of  the  thraa  alternatives  the  air*  force  tui 
chosen,  they  should  pursue  the  one  that  will  affect  the  Indian 
nation  least.  Tim  air  force  should  always  reaesber  the  range  is 
for  everyone  under  the  Multiple  use  concept. 

Ttom  a  hard  dollar  and  canta  standpoint,  after  college  and  Civ* 
years  of  active  duty,  ve  have  sons  very  expensive  sanpowsr  and 
equipment,  if  we  lcs«  a  pilot  and  ar,  airplane,,  we  have  lest  over 
three  nillian  dollars.  More  that  that  ve  have  lost  one  of  the  neat 
affective,  well  trained  weapons  (pilot  end  jet)  ever  to  protect 
thie  country  and  the  fres  world.  Replacement  cost  Is  prohibitive, 
xha  Mountain  Ho*e  Air  rorce  Bass  is  tho  most  advanced  compos Ata 
wing  in  the  free  world  today  and  wa  would  like  it  to  stay  that  way. 

Me  support  and  salute  you  and  this  republic  as  cnvIsTSned  under  thi 
Constitution  of  the  united  states. 


Sincerely 


0(-Ji-#7  J0  *i*w  riot  »«« 
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GE-1  Detr  Participant 


The  public  cocunent  period  for  the  Enhanced  Training  in 
Idaho  (ETI)  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  has  been 
extended  to  September  8,  1997.  Public  participation  has  helped 
shape  the  ETI  proposal.  Please  mail  any  comments  you  may  have 
regarding  the  Draft  EIS  to  there  rum  address  noted  on  the  front  of 
this  card.  .*— > 


uiauK.  iou  /  ^ 
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KcnE  McCarthy 
12  Valtcy  High  Rd 
Garden  Valley,  ID  836 22 
fwr.m-'im 

kmcc»nhigmicror  net 

t/n:ied  Stales  Air  Force 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
POBox  Tv.  9 

Boise,  ID  *370J-03>9  August  l9. 1997 

Comment!  oo  Enhanced Twining  in  Idaho  Draft  EavironineftCat  linpaa  Statement 
GE-1  Dear  Kolks, 

I  appreciate*  the  opportunity  to  comment  or.  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  tty  the  Air  Force's  Enhanced  Traming  m  Idaho.  I  support  Alternative  A,  the  no  action 
alterative,  at  theonU  alternative  wtiich  docs  not  degrade  the  spectacular  river?  rw'tle  Owyhee 
Canyon  land*. 

J  have  been  able  ©  run  each  river  only  once  each  and  [  would  like  to  be  able  to  do  than  both 
again  without  the  Impact  of  the  Air  Force  1  feel  the  noise  associattd  with  overflights  and  aerial 
cxerc'ses  would  extremely  intrusive  and  disturbing  when  encountered  in  an  area  as  remote  as  the 
Ouvbec  CanywjlamH,  The  Jarhidje  and  B ninen u  Rivers  arc  both  wry  scenic  The  presence  of 
litter  in  the  form  of  Chaff,  potential  low  of  native  plant  communities.  and  visual  pollution  above 
be  eaoyo«  rim  will  diminish  the  overall  scenic  quality’  of  these  rivers  One  of  the  attractions  to 
these  rivers  are  the  frequent  opportunity!  tt  hike  out  of  the  canyons  and  view  the  entire  region 
from  a  different  perspective.  These  vista*  mH  be  severely  degraded  by  the  presence  of  emitter 
$i*ci  and  the  accompanying  new  roads,  not  lo  mention  the  noise  and  air  pollution  associated  with 
the  diesel  powered  gsneuton  u«d  to  run  die  emitters.  People  go  to  places  like  tha  Jarlldge  and 
Bruncau  Canyons  to  escape  these  sights  wards  and  smells. 

Please  don't  waste  such  i  beautiful  area. 


Stavon  J.  Lov*  MD  CKU.1G4 

«00  Mom  -»oftf  urn 
*».  Idaho  4!M» 

HcnwWcPfltfoa^aa-Wl' 


August  19,1997 


IJS  Air  Forcc/8ureau  of  Land  Mgmt. 
F.O  Box  329 
Boise,  ID  $3701.0329 


GE-1  Dear  Sirs 

l  would  once  again  like  to  express  my  oposition  to  the  proposed  Eilumced  Training 
Range  1  enjoy  die  wildlife  and  recreational  opporttmitiw  in  this  arts  and  I  believe 
tliese  would  be  threatend  by  the  proposed  range  expansion.  I  believe  in  a  strong 
military  and  the  need  for  adequate  training  fw  our  service  personnel  :*it  I  dn  not 
believe  that  the  expansion  is  necessary. 

It  is  frustrating  that  this  issue  will  not  die  and  that  we  must  continue  to  battle  this 
proposal  l  hope  we  can  eventually  put  this  to  rest  once  and  for  all 


Sincerely 


JCea  McCarthy 


20  August  1997 


00UG5 


GO X 106 


175fl  Dwtar  Avenue  N.,  J8 
Sean  a.  wa  9Si09 


Mary  Ann  Kruse 
424  NW  Federal 
Bend.  Oft  97701 


US.  Air  Force 

Bjreau  ol  Land  Merweemenl 

RO.  Box  329 

Boise.  ID  83710-0329 


GE-1  To  Whom  It  May  Concern: 

I  am  vwhng  to  voice  my  oonoem  and  disdain  in  that  tha  Owyhee  region  is  being 
considered  tor  an  Air  Force  combat  and  bombing  rang*  site  How  can  this  be? 

Tie  Owyhee’s  8  mlttion  acres  are  some  of  the  few  remaining  untrammtled  vesbges  of 
the  American  Great  West  The  Owyhee’s  plateaus,  her  Whitewater  river  systems  her 
wildlife  compose  this  crown  fewel  of  America's  high  desert. 

-The  Owyhee  b  on  the  National  Register  of  Archaeological  Silas  containing  5000- 
-  year-otc  human  settlements  Is  there  no  prtoe  pieced  on  such  a  preoous  commodity? 
These  are  Important  Native  American  sacred  grounds  of  the  Duck  VaSey  Reservation 
and  also  critical  breeding  habitat  for  bighorn  sheep  end  arifctcpe.  Surely  there  are 
toss  sensitive  areas  that  might  be  considered  for  ANOTHER  bombing  range-including 
the  already  existing  ranges  as  the  Utah  Training  Range.  20  minutes  flying  time  from 
the  Mo  on  tan  Home  Air  Base. 

Apparently,  I  understand  from  the  media,  that  Mr.  Babbit  in  conjunction  with  the  U.S. 
Air  Force  will  make  the  final  decision  whether  to  approve  the  land  transfer.  I  tear  that 
with  so  many  other  high-profile  errvirannentat  Issues  on  your  plate,  the  Owyhee  could 
become  the  sacrificial  iamb  of  poetical  expediency. 

Please  hear  my  plea.  DO  NOT  PERMIT  THE  DESTRUCTION  OF  THE  OWYHEE  I!! 

A  concerned  citizen, 

CT^TPtJ- 

I 

Mary  Ann  Kiuse 


August  i4. 1997 


U.S.  Air  Force  /  Bureau  ct  Land  Management 
P.O.  Box  320 
BOiM.ID  85701-0329 

Subject  Owyhee  CanyonianJs 

GE-1  To  vWiomli  May  Concern: 

I  reoenry  wad  an  arid 4  stating  that  oonskjeralon  h  being  giv*n  V>  +*  rnWrarys  request  lor  ft 
bombing  tang#  in  the  Owyti##  Canyonlanci.  I  strongly  oppose  any  such  action’  These 
canyoniandt  am  home  lor  one  of  tna  targast  populations  cl  OaHcmia  dwart  bighorn  sheep  ard 
»i  sole  aou-c«  tar  sloe*  used  tor  re-*mDU»nmg  tae  specie*  in  o tier  area*.  Pfease  dc  not  jive 
approval  lb  the  bombing  range  request  at  the  expense  cl  hope  terns  creature 

Sinc#r#iy, 

flj 


Cynthia  Weeks 


Written  Comments 
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U.S.  Air  Fcrec/Bureais  of  Land  Mnusonait 
P.0.  Be*  3*> 

Bests,  Icote 
»S70:-0>2? 


Cm  ■a-jcictl  ;o«o It  equd  »  1.1508  i>kur  milea  wd  mlkd  tor  w  tmcrcitin;  ditrereiwc  ti  tb< 
perception  of  j>«  *i«-  Th«  A’o  Fu*«  «*«  nwtical  mile*  to  define  *ptti .  The  red  ef  uj  <!D«n  bert  ei  Ihe 
yojtrt  «>c«  I  #*«l  >•  ‘Jit  mrrt  milrt  <0  mewyre  di-wtncci  ReyM Jl  i«t  of  %*b  <h  iiK»iorenr.CL«x  %c  u*c  .vx 
*t  :*lkins  shvwt  *  tot  of  ipoeourtiMd  hy*t  Ai:  Force  for  tn-.ii!ojj>i.m :.«  &e  JmCfltouWtto  Writ. 

fhe«ftXi»Mi  aifspare  ofUl  U«»h  T«i  an<lTmbioi!  Ran;*  a  Urjtr  Cmi  tint  ofdv:  Nellis 
Raose.  Tho  airsp^t  taken  by  the  NaUh  R»'*?r  U  Nc.ada  it  lufief  than  iha  Su»optaa  coonti>  o( 

v»h-.cb  bw  IJ,W4  s^wttt  milts  witJiin  iuboriJ«s.  The  Mon  Rawft*  Ealm  i-i  Nevadiib  lirjsr 
titan  »s  square  -oiJel  ofia  ya»of  MaajacJwsem  and  alto  pi0VH*.i*  *t»:e  lu  vhtrti  to 

(<ain  Am*tka>  p'totL  The  Ml  K<v«*  p*wf»«d  itape  jt  e»  Jen»V  MtU  trowlnuhu  t*  already  larger  tbon 
Huviii  rO»ya«« County's  ain«iA<1  *h<h  tlir  Uai  say*  covers  6.423  a^ar*  «il««-  Another  poi.l  of 
io-eresr.  Os !•'»*»•*  *ia  on  2,037  K«>r*  Miles,  Coencctcw  eo<.'«*  J.0W.  ’•file  N«**  JetJey  «ai«  b  n 
■J.SiC.  TV*  Mi.  1 1***  Sth inert  fm iain$  raqotatdcc*  not  stood  I  VedournsiriR^ 

Tke.vtt.  Home  air  twr  rut  hit*  requested  bccasie  k  wild  n*i  fud.  Sayjy  C:etk Us  d>c 
advaaUjo  of  b*«s  elaaer  to  tks  Jtyjnurt  perm  »1  the  X<i.  Hcma  A V  flws  lk*n  ooti  th*  Mi.  IUn« 
Er.h*Ktd  Traneift  Air  Spate.  Eat *t%*  Style/  Creek  to  wive  ihotine  invd  fuel 


ZQi,  fark^o^Y  X>r- 
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Carol  SUotlcka 
332  Ea«  Acacia  Road 
Milwaukee,  WI  53217 
414-3S2-29C2 

Aujust  17,  199? 


U.S.  Air  Vortc/Burcio  o  f  Land  Management 
P.O.Box  329 
Bose,  ID  83701-0329 

GE- 1  1 4tn  writing  to  comment  on  the  Enhanced  Training  In  Idaho  Draft 

Environmental  Impact  Statement  (Ell-EIS).  A  few  yean  ago  ray  family 
and  1  rafted  down  the  Brune.vt  River  and  thought  it  was  or.e  of  the  beautiful 
places  Ui  America.  One  of  the  greatest  things  about  ft  for  us  w  as  that  it  w« 
free  nf  human  sounds  beyond  our  own  voices. 

None  of  the  proposed  plans  for  the  supersonic  battlefield  arc 
acceptable  .  All  of  them  will  cause  noise  and  air  pollution  and  disrupt 
wildlife  ns  well  as  people.  The  Bnnenu,  Jarbridge,  and  Owycc  Rivers 
Should  be  nationfllly  protected.  It  would  be  incredibly  supid  to  put  it  ta  this 
area  (Do  ws  really  need  it?  Don't  you  huve  a  less  special  place  to  pot  it?) 

So  Just  in  case  you  arc  reading  in  •  hurvv,  m«  point »  NO 
S.UPERSONIC  BA'fTLEFlFJ.Dl 


HC  I?  Box  220 
Pine,  ID  13447 
Aug  2  J.  1997 


US  AV  FpfceBurean  of  Land  Management 
AO  Box  329 
Boise,  ID  13701*0329 


GE- 1  Oertkmftrt 


l  am  wholeheartedly  and  unequivocally  In  favor  of  the  Enhanced  Training  In  Idaho  fbr 
seversi  neasotu  1  feel  that  the  top  priori  ry  fbr  our  ittilkvy  is  prepirednest  The  expanded 
tninief  range  wit!  provide  this  £  doa*!  think  that  the  wild  6ft  easting  in  (he  a/e  a  will  be  severely 
impacted  as  raw  environmental  friends  would  have  us  believe. 

If ‘push*  came  to  'pull"  [  can't  imagine  any  member  of  the  Sierra  Club  defending  our 
counrry.  |  think  rhu  providing  our  military  personnel  with  the  bert  training  opportunities  takes 
precedence  over  a  Aw  sheep,  coyotes,  snakes.  and  other  animals  existing  in  a  dry,  desolate  area. 

Sincerely* 

\J 


Carol  Sklenicka  and  family 


GE-1  Dear  Sir*. 

t  am  writing  to  got  my  opinion  tecordcd  fer  the  “enhanced"  training  range  proposal  ! 
am  against  tbit  expansion.  It  it  not  needed  In  particular,  1  have  hunted  uoUnd  gome  and 
rec/ieied  in  aM  of  the  affected  areas,  including  the  area  next  to  Cwtileford  I  do  not  wint 
the  miliary  to  lock  me  out  of  an  area  that  t  hive  en)oyed  for  the  pw  23  yean.  The  BIM 
lands  arc  roc  civ  lag  more  recreational  and  hunting  mas  now  and  C  fcel  xh«  those  needs  aid 
uses  outweigh  the  proposal  benefits  of  the  military  proposal 

We  already  have  enough  problems  with  Liny  Craig  trying  to  give  our  lands  to  the  J.R 
Siiuplou  of  the  world  and  we  do  not  need  this  n  a  step  b  that  cfirccriu". 

Thank  you  for  erwaidsring  and  recording  my  opinion. 

Sincerely,  .  y 


»39  A-r  W- 

Ml  6».1 0  «*>' 


.ttuj  mi 
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00x119 


August  23,  199/ 

U.  S.  Air  Force'  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
P.  0.  Box  329 
Boise,  ID  83701-0329 

GE-2  Dear  Sin 

Please  accept  these  comments  on  the  Enhanced  Training 
in  Idaho  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS). 
Enter  them  Into  the  public  record. 

f  oppose  the  Air  Force  plans  to  create  a  supersonic 
battlefield  and  new  bombing  range  in  the  Owyhee  and 
Bruncau  Car.yonlands.  All  of  the  proposed  alternatives 
will  be  too  loud  and  startling  to  people  and  animals 
on  the  ground.  The  roar  of  a  jet  or  shock  of  a  sonic 
boom  is  entirely  unexpected  in  a  place  as  wild  and 
remote  as  the  Bruncau  and  Owyhee  Rivers.  The  character 
of  the  area  will  be  destroyed.  This  is  the  largest  area  in 
the  United  States  that  has  no  paved  road.  To  me  this 
makes  It  exceedingly  valuable.  1  don’t  want  to  have  the 
sky  in  this  remote  area  lo  become  a  military  playground, 
You  already  have  plenty  of  room  in  Utah  and  Nevada. 

I  know  that  from  frightening  experience. 

The  DEIS  grossly  underestimates  the  effects  of  (he 
N0*3  extremely  loud  and  unpredictable  noise  on  people  and 
(animals. 

PM  I  ^*r  ^orcc  ^as  never  demonstrated  a  need  for  the 
‘  ’  [new  battlefield.  It  is  wrong  to  sacrifice  one  of 

North  America's  most  beautiful,  remote,  and  enjoyable 
places  in  order  to  simply  enhance  training  capabilities.. 

I  think  the  military  should  concentrate  on  the  next  war. 


rot  the  List.  Nudcat  terrorism,  chemical  and  biological 
agents,  and  cyber-attack  are  unfommatelv  how  the  next 
war  will  be  fought.  It  won't  be  like  the  Gulf  War. 


Sincerely, 


PO  Box  8264 
Pocatello,  ID  83209 
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001120 


Willisw  Studebeker 
2616  t.  4000  K. 

Twin  Falla,  Idaho  65301 
(208)  733-5584 
August  20.  1997 

US  Air  Force 
?.0.  Box  229 
Boise.  ID  63701-0329 

GE-2  5«or  Idahs  Bombing  Range  ftaesareh  ComnUtee: 

1  wrote  during  the  lost  go-erourvj.  end  In  that  letter  Z 
outlined  many  of  rey  objections  to  che  purposed  expansion  of  th* 
Idaho  based  bombing  (target/prectice/speciel )  range.  I  am  still 
In  agreement  with  the  logic  3  eet  forth  then. 

However.  1  would  like  to  add  to  the  "feelings"  implicit  In 
my  previous  letter:  I  feel  a*  though  3  am  playing  double 
Jeopardy  (perhaps  goopolplexinel  Jeopardy > .  I  feel  ee  though  thr 
persons  promoting  the  range  expansion  control  the  playing  field 
and  thet  I  will  play  until  Z  lose  and  the  "studies"  will  prove 
what  they  must— a  quantum  phenomenon. 


My  vcte  is  to  have  the  land  tinder  consideration  be  left  os 
Is,  only  altering  management  as  environmental  theories  are 

Improved. 


3ince>ely,  //  /  /  / 

Aik*bftA_ 

Willisa  Stuocbaker 
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Writtett  Comments 


ouinr? 


U. 9 .  Air  rorce/BLM 

P.D.  Box  329 

Bolus.  ZD.  83701-0329 


July  ia,  19)7 


oo;.i^g 


GE-2  SrMt'.ng*; 


:  *o  writing  tc  content  en  th«  Air  force  plans  to  cr«*t«  ft  Sup.ersor.it 
Battle  Held  in  the  Southwest  Idaho  Canyon  land  s .  Thl*  pl»n  Is*' unacceptable . 
7aat  area  cf  Idaho,  N«v*d»,  end  Oregon,  is  a  pristine  wilderness,  and  co 
daeecrare  it  by  turning  it  into  a  conbac  zone  is  conpletely  unacceptable. 


I'r«  an  Idaho  natlv»e  o'  nearly  half  a  century,  and  I*v«  apent  conaiderable  tins 
in  the  Cvytiee  Canycnlands.  I've  been  boating  on  the  Owyhee,  Bruneau.  and 
Jarfcidga  rivers,  and  hiking  i^  piece*  like  Jacks  Creek  and  Clover  Creak.  I've 
spent  time  looking  for  the  beautiful  Bxuneau  Jaapar  and  other  natural  treasures. 
And,  yee,  I'v*  covered  my  ear*  ea  csnbat  jete  cere  screaming  by  disrupting  the 
guiet.  Karvaling  »t  the  Incredible  solitude,  and  learning  about  the  Induce 
thet  u-eed  to  live  there  has  givsn  »•  a  reepect  and  reverence  for  the  beeity  and 
history  of  those  pristine  plates-  It' a  a  ahame  that  t)ie  people  that  put 
together  the  yenr  propoeal  don't  have  that  same  reverence  end  reepect  for  one 
of  the  last  truly  wild  piece*. 


Whan  the  Ait  rorce  approached  the  cltiiene  of  Idaho  with  a  nearly  identical 
plan  a  few  years  ago,  we  rallied  againec  the  plan  and  cold  the  Mr  Force  la  no 
uncertain  tern*  that  turning  this  beautiful,  solitary,  breathtaking  place  into 
a  berthing  range  was  not  acceptable.  Now  I  find  that  the  Air  Force  is  back  with 
another  plan  which  la  every  bit  as  bad  as  the  last  or.*.  Again  they  try  tc 
convince  v*  that  the  bighorn  s’r.aep  and  other  wildlife  that  live  in  the  area  era 
not  affected  ay  the  noiee  end  pollution  caused  by  a  supersonic  borbing  range. 

I  and  the  other  citizens  of  Idahe  knew  better.  The  sheep  and  other  wildllfa 
A PZ  affected  by  coobat  jets,  end  the  Air  Force's  denial  of  the  feet*  W,  in  try 
opinion,  reprehsneitle.  I  agree  that  er.tr  fighting  forces  need  ta  be  trained 
and  ready,  but  I  do  not  believe  we  need  tc  destroy  the  unmatched  beauty  end 
DNJ  *  rTrcredlble  solitude  of  that  wildarneee  to  mceompLiah  that  mission.  Thera  are 
*  N-2  I  existing  ranges  vithrn  reasonable  flight  tinea  which  will  meet  the  neede  o:  the 
Air  Force.  The  Air  Force  itself  has  admitted  in  the  past  the  this  training 
rang*  is  not  necessary. 

tAil.  of  the  proposed  alternatives  will  cauee  an  increase  In  noiee  pollution 
whieh  is  unacceptable.  I  believe  the  Air  Porce  has  underestimate  the  effects 
o£  chat  noise  cn  the  wildlife  and  the  people  that  live  in  end  around  the 
canycnlands.  The  ground  baaed  activity  which  will  accempsny  the  Jets  will 
have  a  detrimental  effect  cn  the  animals  and  plants  whien  «Mka  tr.eir  hone 
there.  Instead  of  trying  to  destroy  the  solitude  of  those  canyon*,  i  think 
the  Air  Force  should  get  behind  tbs' proposals  tc  provide  that  area  with  tha 
recognition  and  protection  befitting  a  true  national  treasure. 


I  cannot  support  the  Air  Force  plan.  1  believe  the  deearc  should  be  protected 
for  generation*  yet  to  come.  And  I  wield  ny  money  and  my  vetas  accordingly. 


Thank  you  for  listening.  I  truly  hope  you  are  listening  thle  time. 


keg  arris, 


Keith  Bmmen 
KC  33  Box  2412 
Boise  ID  8J?c$ 


GE-2 


NO-2 


>  US  Air  Force/  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
>P.  0.  Box  329 

>  Boise,  ID  83701-0329 

> 

>Dear  Sirs  and  Madams, 

> 

>  I  would  like  to  make  a  comment  on  the  Enhanced 
Training  in  Idaho  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
(DEIS). 

If  you  have  not  actually  seen  this  unique  natural 
area,  please  do  so  before  proceeding.  It  is  truly  unique, 
one  of  those  refuges  that  we  who  live  in  big  cities  need  to 
escape  to  for  some  needed  peace  and  solitude. 

1  am  against  any  operation  like  supersonic  battlefield 
and  new  bombing  range  in  the  Owyhee  and  Bruneau 
Canyonlands. 

I  am  for  good  military  training,  and  a  sound  air  force, 
which  I  believe  we  have.  But  there  are  better  areas  for 
this,  that  are  not  as  important  for  recreation. 

_  I  am  told  that  the  DEIS  grossly  underestimates  the 
effects  of  the  extremely  loud  and  unpredictable  noise  on 
people  and  animals.  None  of  the  studies  cited  evaluate 
noise  pollution  in  wilderness  areas.  It  is  not  acceptable  to 
[compare  noise  tolerance  on  a  city  street  with  noise 
tolerance  on  the  Bruneau  River. 

L  would  hope  that  your  decision  will  weigh  the 
possibility  of  using  other  areas,  where  the  impact  might  be 
more  acceptible.  How  about  some  of  the  wastelands  of 
Nevada,  or  Arizona,  where  people  do  not  camp,  fish,  or 
raft,  and  jet  activity  won’t  bother  anyone. 


Written  Comments 


253 


> 

> 

Steve  Waterstrat 
30810  Cajrter field  Dr. 
Temecula,  CA  92592 


Thaflk  you. 


0 OLUB 

Gayle  Buhrer 
5230  N.  Black  Cit  Rd 
Meridian,  TO  S2<542 
Auuurt  31. 199? 


U.S  Air  Force/BLM 
P  0.  Box  329 
Bc-tse,  1013701-0329 

GE-2  Trve  latest  Owyhee  Cwiyonlandi  bombing  range  proposal  Environment!!  Impart  Statement 
b  Cawed  to  mercy  of  the  ume  way:  that  previous  statement:  were. 

The  «*d  far  the  new  bombing  range  wu  treated  by  the  hiring  of  the  composite  wtog  In 
Mountain  Homo.  Therefore,  ary  bombing  noje  environmental  impact  statement  mutt 
DP-5  include  the  cumulative  impact*  of  both  the  new  aettvirie*  and  thoie  of  ihe  composite  wing, 
Any  assessment  of  environment  Jl  impact  most  use  noise  baseline*  prior  to  the  1 903 
icvCTOur  in  rritUry  activity  over  the  Ovybrc  CanyOnUnds. 

NO-4  ^  fa  ,h#  EIS  5f  ft***  *4wed  Uliafi  Wd3  °* ?clk 

aoita  lev  eh  ignores  the  true  Impact  of  sonic  boom*  and  jet  engines  on  people  ard  wildlife. 

instead  of  trying  co  increase  trffiwy  use  in  iheae  senaiilv*  wildlife  *rc«,  the  air  force 
jbcnld  be  trying  to  ondesurttl  why  bighorn  sheep  hetd*  have  declined  30%  since 
composite  wing  activities  commenced  in  1992. 


Gi^t  ftaJiftr 


Tha  aoiae  anncyaoca  mxJits  used  by  the  Air  Force  to  estimate  the  effect  of  mSbtary 
aircraft  on  people  are  completely  irrelevant.  The  QS  should  use  studies  of  the  ef?KTt  of 
NO -19  aircraft  Overflights  on  people  in  a  wilderness  setting,  once  that  i»  what  they  dair^  ll* 
complete  shxfin  on  Out  type  of  noise  ara  wt  available.  then  only  the  portions  of  the  ^ 
_jYi3«b!e  studies  that  use  aircraft  nol«  over  wilderness  *re**  should  be  used.  In  addition, 
ihe  EIS  should  include  effects  cf  loud  aircraft  on  the  sensitive  hearing  and  survival  of 
NO-3  bighorn  rt«p  tnd  other  wtdlife. 


Using  the  Bruneau-Ja/bdae  iret  forth*  target  arcs  is  a  mi*uke  This  arcari  used  by 
hundreds  of  beaters  and  hikers  every  yew  The  deep  canyons  and  scenic  highland*  cf  this 
"Vea  erset*  a  quality  recreation  experience  and  lijphficaflt  wildlife  habitat  The  EIS  should 
include  some  real  ajtertiJim  instead  of  minor  variations  on  the  aant*  therm  For 
DP-8  euampfe,  one  alternative  might  b*  to  expend  the  existing  Saylor  Creek  range  toward 
GicuTs  Feny  and  move  the  heavy  air  traffic  out  of  the  Owyhee  Canycntands 

The  air  feroa  needs  to  complete  a  oorrprsHtnrive  needs  analysis  for  training  At  a 

PN-5  time  when  our  military  is  dowagnng.  «  makes  no  sense  for  ihe  air  force  to  be  expanding 
_bombii^  ranges  If  trairerg  was  so  important  to  the  oonrposile  vdrg.  then  that  should 
pave  been  «e*  as  a  criteria  in  deciding  where  to  put  the  planes  Baring  the  plane*  to 
Mount  sin  Home  and  sasoming  thtrt  additional  bombing  range  spwe  could  be  ac^trrol  is 
very  prarrnptuous. 


Borobini  Range  W rTAt\  Con  wens  Aupua  J 1 . 1 W7  ? 


.>1120 


In,  summary,  the  Air  Force  should  provide  t  real  justification  for  ihis  new  bombing  range 
The  BIS  I  Would  compare  real  Ifteriuriva  Noise  and  environmental  impict  assessments 
should  use  a  pro-1993  ba*eline.  And  lastly,  the  Air  Force  should  stop  lying  with  itsirJci 
to  Tty  to  uy  (bat  the  afterburner t  from  a  military  jet  and  the  resultant  tome  booms  ire 
quieter  than  an  air  conditioner. 

Sincerely, 

&uJUax_/ 

Gayle  Buhrer 


O. i.  Air  Force/  Bureau  of  Land  nanagoaePt 

P. O.  lot  32S 

Bolt*,  Idaho  6370< -  3119 

GE-1  Oar  Sira, 

we  would  Ilk*  you  *.c  knov  w«  approv*  and  aupport  the 
training  Bang*  expansion  for  the  Mountain  Homo  Air  Tore*  laaa. 

Do  not  l*t  th*  hotl-  Everything  Earabl  lahnvant  over 
vbat  ia  needed  tc  *alntain  and  Inprov*  our  Military  Training, 

Thank  you. 


ViaiK  \  Cfnlyn  Scli.'/r-  *  Mr*\-HoA*£ 

(jsftn  a*d  ik>sr>(L* 

*<?'  X^-VA  -  T  V  (.^lo 

a  .  /3*y  f*-  —  y\ 

Mas* 

U/^J~  ft  S'?  Zfj-  jL/  rw* 

!V>r  C&~ vi«r/ 

”v  rC\0.-^^S>c.CUUN  ’iPK^  'a-  ^ 

Sic^r  3s. ?3>  r o  93,1^ l 


ifcpp  180  C.tn.'J  •  >-frOr-k^£  *i>  7 

etui  tisnt.1,  45SS C  COMClC  f\Ck  (TMt JP6  (O 


i  FiSI-J_t  . 

o?%5  ^7°  i&S&tieV  i-r  To  S'^4'7 
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Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep 

7-0  Alien  Avenue  •  Cady.  Wyoming  82414-3402  *  Phone  (307)  527-626!  •  Fax  (307)  J27-71 17  •  email:  fVia\n*?wyorriing.c3m 


September  4, 1997 


U.  $.  .fir  Fore* 

Buroan  of  L#nd  Monagenfcjy 
P.O.Box  329 
Boise,  ID  83701- 9329 

GE-2  fo  WJxwn  (I  May  Concern. 

The  U.  S.  Air  Force’*  propaul  to  **iiblifh  i  sqxavmjc  badefield  io  iht  Idato 
Owyhee  cartyoutands  is  unacceptable.  Tin*  it  an  area  enjoyed  ty  floaters,  hikers, 
campers,  and  others.  I  am  very  much  opposed  ro  this  bombing  range  for  the  following 
reasons: 

I.  AD  of  the  promoted  alternative  i  will  cause  an  unacceptable  increite  in  noise 

C.  pollution. 

2  The  Air  for:#  has  undue*' im  tied  the  effects  of  the  exirrncly  loud  and  unpredictable 
.  noise  on  people  and  animals. 

3  The  Bnjncau,  Jarbr.dge  and  Owyhee  cmyooliitds  are  exiranrtlirury  and  deserve 
national  recognition  and  protection. 

4  The  Air  Force  already  bis  sufficient  bombing  ranges  to  practices  their  maoeuvers. 
Thank  you  for tekiag  theie  reasons  into  cotisidemtvon. 


CaTHES  ike  l  UN'DFK^AK 

1  rfW-w,i,  |r«.  Uim  r4iu  10  t>„ 


RE:  Comments  Enhanced  Training  In  Idaho  Environmental  Impact 


SUPPORT  NO  ACTION  ALTERNATIVE 


GE-2  TO:  U.  S.  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 
PO  Box  329 

S££S£h,  Boise,  Idaho  8370 1  -0329 

in*i»x-iiwifAxi 

Fouri(iation  for  Nonh  American  Wild  Shecp(FNAWS)  would  like 
t0  thank  all  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  this  Draft  EIS. 

Mil*  Ihinm 

In  the  statement  of  need,  section  one,  FNAWS  takes  exception  with 
the  entire  justification  stated  on  pages  1-16  and  17.  This  exception  is 
'**' based  on  the  following  facts  and  statements.  General  Peck,  366th 
^  wing  commander,  before  the  Idaho  Legislature  stated  that  the  366th 
uSolwswiSf"  Composite  Wing  “is  the  most  combat  ready  wing  in  the  world." 
o«>m  m  FAX'  f^unhcr  ,he  Government  Accounting  Office  and  the  Inspector  General 
of  the  Air  Force  in  two  separate  documents  (Idaho  Training  Range 
I^fN-14  Justification,  Report  95-274,  June  1995  and  Air  Force  Organization, 
.swawja.1 »«,  [gaO/NSIAD  93-44,  May  1993,  reports  that  this  range  for  MHAFB  is 

redundant  with  other  existing  training  ranges  within  the  Air  Force’s 
inventory.  These  documents  stated  that  the  Air  Force  fails  cost 
c«nTi»mrM  justifications,  benefit  analysis.  Basically,  the  USAF  was  told  that 

enhanced  training  for  MHAFB  was  unneeded  for  training  and  that  it 
fMhM^iibFuo  would  duplicate  facilities  already  available  at  the  North  Range  of  the 
Mrtwwft  Utah  Test  and  Training  Range.  FNAWS  through  communication  with 

SST**"  l^c  iTTTR  Range  Director,  stated  that  with  the  change  of  command  of 
m„j  the  Utah  Facility  to  Air  Combat  Command,  that  they  looked  forward 
nvUk}  to  inCTCase  usage  by  MHAFB  simply  because  the  logistics  of 

scheduling  missions  would  be  easier.  Documents  obtained  by  this 
.*:, **«.*»*«■  organization  illustrate  that  MHAFB  in  1995  and  1996  scheduled  daily 

missions  to  UTTR,  and  their  mission  load  at  U  i  f  R  w  as  about  20%.. 


oo:.a3i 


Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep 


720  Allen  Avenue  •  Cody.  Wyominj  *2414.  J4Q2  •  Phone  (307)  527-6:61  •  Fm  (307)  527-71 17  •  entail:  fnawi«  uyomicif  com  : 


720  Allen  Avenue  •  CoUy.  Wyoming  82414.J402  •  Phone  (307)  527-6261  •  Fa*  (307)  527-71 17  •  email:  wyutnins.com 


Duma  GfrfcrtU 
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Page  1-27  states  that  MHAFB  performed  72  Composite  Wing 
Training  in  which  5 1  occurred  at  remote  sites  in  Utah  and  Nevada.  We 
_fmd  fault  in  the  statement  that  the  USAF  feels  this  is  inadequate. 
Again,  this  wing  is  well  trained  with  these  facilities.  It  is  rated  high  on 
its  ORE/ORI’s.  It  has  deployed  to  protect  no  fly  zones  in  Iraq,  and  has 
rated  very  high  in  bright  star  operations  in  Egypt.  This  is  without  the 
ETI  proposal. 

[The  draft  assumes  a  need  as  depicted  in  section  1 ,  but  also  reviewers 
must  analyze  that  Congress  has  ordered  the  USAF  to  present  a 
national  needs  assessment  in  1998.  This  proposal  will  control  over  3 
million  acres  of  SW  Idaho.  It  is  presented  as  only  an  enhancement  for 
MHAFB.  In  1991,  the  USAF  and  State  of  Idaho  proposed  the  Idaho 
Training  Range.  This  proposal  would  create  the  same  scenario  as 
depicted  by  the  ITR,  supersonic  electronic  battlefield,  with  designated 
impact  sites,  only  in  a  different  location.  The  ITR  proposal 
circumvented  the  need  to  go  before  Congress  for  public  land 
withdrawal  by  having  the  Idaho  Air  Guard  create  an  expanded  range 
using  state  lands  for  key  target  areas,  securing  management  authority 
over  adjacent  federal  lands,  and  then  leasing  the  complex  to  the  Air 
Force.  This  current  proposat  attempts  to  do  the  same.  Scattering  the 
electronic  battlefield  and  targets  widely.  Although  this  proposal 
identifies  withdrawing  only  12,000  acres  of  federal  land,  we  commend 
the  USAF  in  this  proposal  in  that  they  have  identified  the  need  to  go 
before  Congress  for  the  land  withdrawal  and  financing,  but  we 

[strongly  disagree  on  the  need  for  combat  readiness.  FNAWS  deeply 
believes  that  the  USAF  again  is  circumventing  the  Congressional 
discussion  of  national  need.  They  are  portraying  to  the  public  and 
Congress  only  the  notion  of  enhancement,  but  in  reality  the  ETI 
provides  the  same  expansion  requested  in  1989  and  with  the  ITR.  It  is 
not  an  enhancement  but  a  major  electronic,  air  combat  bombing 
training  range.  FNAWS  feels  that  this  document  misleads  all 
reviewers  on  its  true  intent. 

FNAWS  would  like  to  discuss  need  of  this  range  further.  This 
document  fails  immensely  in  presenting  to  the  public  of  this  great 


DP-5 1 


(^:;dp-8 


[nation  a  standard,  cost  benefit  analysis  of  how  the  economics  of 
training  at  the  proposed  ETI  development  would  compare,  over  time, 
to  the  economics  of  training  at  existing  ranges  in  Utah  or  Nevada. 

The  preparers  of  the  document  cloud  the  issue  in  that  the  range  is 

[simply  an  enhancement  for  training  at  MHAFB.  FNAWS  feels  that 
this  is  circumvention  of  a  request  by  Congress  in  199S  for  a  national 
needs  assessment  for  training  by  the  USAF.  The  training  that  would 
be  carried  out  at  this  range  if  approved  is  not  imaginable  to  be  less 
than  what  is  currently  practiced  at  the  Utah  Test  and  Training  Range, 
Fallon  Naval,  and  Nellis.  These  facilities  appear  to  be  places  with 
topography,  size,  and  facilities  to  support  realistic  training  for  the 
composite  wing  at  MHAFB  and  are  currently  doing  so.  The  ETI  may 
be  more  convenient  from  a  narrow  prospective,  but  is  it  cost  effective 

[from  a  practical  stand.  In  this  document  there  is  absolutely  no 
discussion  of  the  current  training  status  of  the  366th  composite  wing. 
The  vast  majority  of  reviewers  are  assuming  that  the  366,h  wing  is 
inadequately  trained.  This  is  far  from  reality.  As  previously 
mentioned,  General  Peck  stated  that  this  wing  is  the  most  combat 

[ready  wing  in  the  nation.  The  absence  of  this  range  will  not  degrade 
our  national  security  picture  and  the  DEIS  and  or  a  FE1S  must  state  so. 
And  factually  it  does  not. 

The  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  requires  federal  agencies  to 
consider  all  reasonable  environmental  impacts  in  determining  whether 
to  proceed.  In  the  ETI  DElS’s  analysis  of  proposals,  it  must  be 
illustrated  that  alternatives  b.  c,  and  d  have  the  same  emitter 
,  requirement  and  air  space  expansion.  Thus  we  feel  that  we  are  looking 
at  one  proposal  that  has  different  impact  sites.  The  question  that  must 
be  asked  is  what  is  the  USAF  requesting.  It  certainly  appears  that  the 
impact  sites  are  insignificant  and  the  supersonic  electronic  battle  field 
represented  by  the  emitter  sites  and  air  space  expansions  arc  non- 

[ negotiable.  We  feel  this  document  is  negligent  in  that  it  does  not  give 
reasonable  alternatives  to  the  public.  For  example,  i:  one  disagrees 
with  either  the  air  space  expansion  or  the  emitter  placements,  they 
have  no  alternative  but  to  support  the  no  action  alternative.  This  is 
precisely  the  scenario  for  FNAWS,  we  could  support  a  12000  acre 
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impact  site,  but  they  are  ail  tied  to  issues  which  we  can  not  support. 
This  lacks  reasonableness,  and  wc  feel  the  USAF  has  done  so 
purposely. 

The  emitter  sites  are  very  costly  and  sophisticated  instruments. 
Security  and  safety  reasons  will  eventually  have  to  be  addressed.  If 
vandalism  occurs  with  these  emitters,  the  USAF  will  have  to  secure 
("Them  with  withdrawn  land  and  fences.  Also  these  emitters  emit 
^radiation.  The  USAF  inadequately  address  these  issues  in  this 
document.  It  is  opened  ended,  in  regard  to  land  withdrawal  and 
restriction  could  occur  as  it  did  with  the  US  Navy  at  Fallon.  This 
DEIS  is  negligent  to  illustrate  a  Range  Management  Plan  to  future 
implications.  There  needs  to  be  discussion  of  the  items  of  future  land 
withdrawals,  security,  and  how  these  two  aspects  affect  the  public's 
access  and  usability  in  the  reasonable  foreseeable  future.  “Reasonable 
Foreseeable  Future"  issues  are  now  inherent  discussion  items  with 
.  [legal  concerns.  This  DEIS  is  an  open  ended  document,  and  FNAWS 
*  [jeels  that  issue  of  Reasonable  Foreseeable  Future  must  be  addressed  in 
a  Range  Management  Plan. 

For  example,  the  emitter  sites  will  need  continual  maintenance, 
Owyhee  County  in  adamant  weather  especially  during  the  fall,  spring, 
and  winter  is  inaccessible  because  of  the  lack  of  improved  roads. 

Many  in  Idaho  realize  this  fact  and  avoid  these  roads  and  the  areas 
Ihey  access.  The  ETI  DEIS  does  not  adequately  address  how  the 
emitter  sites  will  be  maintained.  The  question  to  be  asked,  is  whether 
the  roads  are  going  to  be  improved,  or  are  helicopters  going  to  be  used 
$  to  access.  In  either  scenario  impacts  are  going  to  be  placed  which  the 
FEIS  must  address.  If  the  roads  are  degraded,  who  is  going  to 
maintain?  Will  the  public  be  allowed  access  on  all  roads?  If  the  roads 
_are  impassable  who  will  determine  this  factor?  If  per  discussion  in 
sections  2.3  and  2.4  will  the  public  be  allowed  to  participate  in 
discussion  with  the  BLM,  State  of  Idaho  Land  Board,  and  Owyhee 
County  Commission  on  road  access  concerns  and  mitigation 
measures.  Accessibility  with  difficulty  is  w’hat  is  unique  in  Owyhee 
County.  The  wildness  of  Owyhee  county  has  a  marketable  and 


becto«s  economic  value  in  which  this  DEIS  does  not  address.  The  inherent 
question  stems  to  this  development.  Will  accessibility  be  improved? 
!Lti£Vt»iy  [FNAWS  believes  that  it  will.  Further  we  believe  this  accessibility  will 
LU-7  change  dramatically  wildlife  populations,  rancher's  lives,  and  habitat 
for  both  domestic  and  wild  animals.  (p3- 109) 

>#<W  MS  w 

In  the  last  two  paragraphs  are  scenarios  in  which  access  could  have  a 
detrimental  aspect  or  restriction  of  access  could  have  public  concern. 
In  either  there  are  reasonable  foreseeable  concerns  which  the  DEIS 
inadequately  answers. 

:i»:*u**>mi 

,«<*« c.ichrb.  a  pr0  huntingt  pro  conservation  organization  that  is  solely 

mt»«i  focused  on  the  conservation  of  wild  sheep  populations  in  North 

America.  As  advocates  for  wild  sheep  we  also  are  an  advocacy  for 
wildlife  populations  as  they  are  related  for  the  members  of  this 
organization  and  citizens  of  this  nation.  Specifically  we  analyze  and 
j,:m  «.:«»**.  SpCak  for  hunting  community  on  issues  concerning  the  economic 
[well  being  of  the  hunting  industry.  This  DEIS  fails  in  total  an  analysis 
'I^oV.hT0'  of  the  economic  impact  of  hunting  industry.  Specifically  there  is  no 
*'  lf*<’  economic  impact  concerning  access  problems  to  hunting  habitat. 

m  ci"**  There  is  no  economic  impact  to  loss  of  hunting  whether  it  be  sheep, 

*<  :>1  iKii  sage  grouse,  upland  birds,  deer,  or  antelope.  FNAWS  feels  that  the 

»!:)•«?:  $0-4  economic  impact  related  to  the  loss  of  revenue  for  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  needs  to  be  analyzed  if  hunting 
opportunity’  decreases  because  of  declining  wildlife  numbers  or  the 
lack  of  interest  secondary  to  these  declines.  The  economic  impact 
'£2*. must  be  presented  for  businesses,  for  example  outdoor  sports, 
riil-w.Unx.  outfitters  and  guides,  and  ancillary  equipment  providers. 

•tt  W«lf, 

FNAWS  commends  the  preparers  of  this  Draft  concerning  their 
literature  review’  concerning  wild  sheep.  But  specifically,  there 
;» *»**«.*«»  appears  10  be  focused  concerns.  On  going  with  Ogaen  Environmental 

IS?  *"'*  are  sheeP  studies  to  document  habitat  carrying  capacity  and  affects  of 
c.w*  low  jcvc|  flight.  FNAWS  has  criticized  this  research,  but  feels  the 

public  is  being  involved  through  mutual  dialogue.  But  to  propose  this 
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range  before  research  is  consummated  is  an  assumption  which 
J^NAWS  is  not  going  to  tolerate. 

By  presenting  this  DEIS  before  consummation  of  these  sheep  studies, 
the  preparers  are  assuming  that  the  USAF  in  the  AFI  EIS  have  had  no 
effect.  All  logic  with  the  use  of  public  funds  would  be  to  present  the 
Jinal  findings  of  this  research  in  this  proposal.  It  is  simply  premature. 

The  USAF  fails  to  realize  that  in  concept  the  SW  Idaho  ecosystem  is 
not  a  desert.  It  is  a  pristine  high  altitude  ecosystem  that  harbors  the 
largest  free  roaming  populations  of  bighorn  sheep  in  the  continental 
US.  The  sheep  research  is  an  admirable  effort  to  study  the  concerns 
brought  forward  in  subsequent  attempts  to  place  an  electronic  combat 
range  in  Idaho.  But  this  is  a  fragile  ecosystem  for  sheep.  Many  of  the 
documents,  but  specifically,  “A  Habitat  Evaluation  procedure  for 
Rocky  Mountain  Bighorn  Sheep  in  the  Intermountain  West"  by  Smith, 
Flinders,  and  Winn,  state  a  management  treatise.  This  treatise  was 
instrumental  in  establishing  the  MOU  with  FNAWS  and  the  domestic 
sheep  industry  concerning  disease  problems  on  BLM  inventoried 
lands.  This  document  relates  that  if  exotic  species  occupy  a 
habitat(Bighom  Sheep)  then  adequate  boundaries  need  definition, 
adequacy  of  quality  range  must  exist,  adequate  winter  range  must 
exist,  adequate  lambing  grounds  must  exist,  adequate  summer  range 
must  exist,  and  all  ranges  must  be  properly  arranged  and  connected. 

In  the  DEIS  there  is  no  discussion  if  any  impacts  whether  noise,  roads, 
fires,  human  intrusion,  overflight,  or  increase  military’  activity  will 
effect  these  critical  relationships.  This  treatise  is  referred  to  a  Habitat 
Evaluation  Plan  (HEP).  FNAWS  specifically  relates  to  the  IDFG 
concerns  page  1 1 .  These  are  four  items  that  are  very  specific  and 
must  be  answered  in  the  FEIS. 

Further,  the  sheep  studies  being  accomplished  during  scoping,  Draft 
and  Final  documentation  of  the  ETI  are  simply  backwards.  FNAWS 
feels  the  sheep  issues  are  a  critical  and  essential  part  of  any  expanded 
training  range  for  the  Composite  Wing  at  MHAFB.  Consequently  any 
discussion  relating  to  the  ETI  should  be  held  until  these  studies  are 
consummated.  There  is  enough  existing  data  that  illustrates  a  concern. 
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An  excellent  srudy  on  how  bighorn  sheep  react  to  helicopter 
overflights  in  the  Grand  Canyon  describes  how  sheep  indeed  modify 
their  behavior  in  the  presence  of  aircraft.  This  is  one  of  few  studies 
with  large  sample  sizes  and  enough  rigor  to  be  published  in  a  peer- 
review  scientific  journal.  This  study  gives  some  sample  insight  into 
how  behavioral  reactions  may  influence  energy  budgets.  The 
researchers  found  that,  in  the  presence  of  helicopter  overflights,  sheep 
decrease  their  foraging  efficiency  by  43%  in  winter  and  by  17%  in 
summer.  In  addition,  sheep  increase  the  number  of  steps  taken  during 
overflights.  This  decrease  in  energy  intake,  coupled  with  an  increase 
in  energy  expenditure,  could  lead  to  weight  loss.  Lost  foraging 
opportunity  for  sheep  can  have  severe  consequences  by  making  sheep 
more  susceptible  to  diseases  and  precipitating  die  offs.  This  factual 
analysis  has  been  confirmed  by  many  researchers>  (Geist,  Bleich, 
Stemp,  Bleich,  Toweill  and  Bodie,  Gladw'in). 

The  DEIS  is  pre-judgmental  in  that  the  ongoing  sheep  studies  are  not 
"consummated.  Also  it  makes  does  not  address  the  levet  of  helicopter 
jtse  for  maintenance  of  range  facilities  especially  in  the  winter.  There 
is  no  discussion  concerning  noise  impacts  to  wildlife.  FNAWS  feels 
that  any  discussion  of  the  ETI  subsequent  to  consummation  of  the 
^ongoing  sheep  smdies  is  non  conclusive  and  may  be  misleading  to  the 
public.  Further,  Odgen’s  personnel  have  stated  that  their  studies  have 
no  focus  on  supersonic  effect  to  the  California  Bighorn  Populations, 
they  arc  only  focused  on  low'  level  overflight.  FNAWS,  as  per  Dr. 
Geist’s  Comments  in  January  1994,  feels  that  this  ignorance  is 
precursory  to  a  catastrophe.  It  is  precisely  the  supersonic  noise  that 
can  and  will  affect  sheep  behavior,  leading  to  stress,  dispersal,  and 
consequent  die  off.  FNAWS  feels  that  the  discussion  of  the 
California  Bighorn  Sheep  in  the  ETI  DEIS  subsequent  to  peer  review 
of  Ogden’s  consummated  research  project  is  tantamount  to  legal 
challenge. 

Legally,  FNAWS  has  concern  over  the  cumulative  effects  of  Air  Force 
Actions  with  in  the  MOA  supporting  MHAFB.  In  the  AFI  EIS,  the 
bed  down  of  the  366*  composite  wing  was  established.  The  change 
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resulted  in  training  of  aircraft  at  supersonic  levels,  use  of  chaff  and 
flares,  and  low  level  random  flight  rather  than  using  MTR’s.  Recently 
with  an  EA  the  Air  Force  changed  the  B-52  bomber  in  the  366th  to  the 
B-l  bomber.  This  plane  can  fly  low  level  and  supersonic.  It  has  no 
authorization  to  fly  supersonic  but  the  public  has  witnessed  this 
numerously.  The  Air  Guard  now  fly  A-10‘s  in  the  MOA.  The  Army 
Air  Guard  has  established  a  training  range  at  Triangle.  Now  with  the 
proposed  ETI,  the  level  of  noise  and  military  usage  is  going  to 
increase  again.  FNAWS  feels  that  all  of  these  actions  are  cumulative 
and  should  be  studied  by  the  public  in  one  comprehensive  EIS.  This 
_was  the  contention  in  federal  district  court  in  1994  with  the  Idaho 
Training  Range.  There  is  no  discussion  in  the  DEIS  concerning 
cumulative  impacts  of  these  actions.  There  is  no  discussion  to  the 
cumulative  impacts  along  with  the  use  of  chaff  and  flares,  the  biologic 
changes  generated  by  the  construction  of  roads  and  fences.  Fences 
need  to  be  defined  since  they  can  hinder  or  prohibit  wildlife 
movement,  even  causing  mortality.  Fencing  can  severely  impact  the 
"movement  of  wildlife  from  summer  to  winter  ranges.  The  point 
FNAWS  would  like  to  make  is  that  these  issues  are  related  and 
cumulative.  We  feel  the  USAF  is  misleading  the  public  by  not  placing 
these  issues  in  one  encompassing  EIS.  The  Federal  District  Court  has 
agree  on  this  issue  in  the  past. 

The  analysis  for  this  DEIS  is  an  attempt  to  mislead  the  public  on  an 
impact  that  already  is  having  detrimental  affects  for  the  public, 
wildlife  and  economy  of  Idaho.  The  baseline  is  established  at  the 
level  of  the  cureent  usage  of  MHAFB  366th  composite  wing.  The 
document  states  that  it  will  only  go  up  a  certain  percentage  from  what 
the  Air  Force  considers  acceptable.  FNAWS  disagrees.  The  cureent 
level  is  not  acceptable.  The  sheep  numbers  have  decreased  since  the 
inception  of  the  composite  wing  in  1992.  The  lamb-ewe  ratios  are  at 
an  all  time  low.  The  Air  Force  tries  to  dismiss  this  by  shifting  blame 
jo  weather  and  1DFG  management  policy,  but  fails  to  look  at  censuses 
subsequent  to  1992.  There  were  severe  winters  then  as  also 
transplanting  activities,  but  the  California  Bighorn  herd  flourished. 
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The  noise  factor  is  an  immense  consideration.  The  Draft  noise 
analysis  is  based  on  a  mix  of  tram,  railroad,  road,  and  aircraft  noise  in 
urban  communities,  not  on  aircraft  noise  in  a  wilderness  setting.  The 
Air  Force’s  analysis  of  noise  incorrectly  underestimates  the  number  of 
people  annoyed  by  urban  noise  in  the  40  to  70  db  range  by  15  to  20 
percent.  Noise  and  annoyance  estimates  in  the  DEIS  are  less  than 
half  the  actual  percentage  of  people  highly  annoyed  with  aircraft 
noise.  By  not  referring  to  any  studies,  the  Air  Force  and  it  contractors 
have  ignored  20  years  of  evidence  that  higher  levels  of  annoyance 
exist  for  aircraft.  This  raises  serious  questions  about  the  thoroughness 
and  objectivity  of  the  DEIS.  This  was  presented  in  scoping  by  Mr. 
Harold  Eshelman  on  behalf  of  FNAWS.  His  testimony  focused  on 
the  impacts  that  noise  and  overflight  had  on  the  hunting  of  Bighorn 
Sheep  in  Owyhee  County.  Also  see  Clyde  Hunts  testimony  from  the 
ITR  process.  For  the  Air  Force  to  deny  and  not  discuss  this  issue  in 
detail  in  this  DEIS  is  unforgivable  and  unacceptable. 

Document  1410  (our  reference  number)  states  that  the  Air  Force 
knows  that  its  noise  analysis  for  current  military  usage  in  the  US  is 
^insufficient.  The  Air  Force  knows  that  it  is  susceptible  to  legal 
challenge  and  further  understands  that  if  challenged  that  its  training 
mission  may  be  jeopardized.  The  question  FNAWS  must  ask,  is  why 
are  we  going  through  these  proceeding  when  the  good  faith  of  the 
USAF  is  questioned.  This  is  severe  misuse  of  public  funds,  time,  and 
efforts.  This  reflects  poorly  on  the  USAF  and  the  preparers  of  this 
document. 

All  alternatives  presented  in  this  DEIS  include  air  space  expansion  of 
the  Military  Operating  Area  northward  over  Big  Jack  and  Little  Jack 
Creeks,  and  toward  the  Jarbibge  Wilderness  Area  in  Nevada. 
Alternative  d  includes  expansion  of  the  MOA  to  the  east.  The  DEIS 
states  on  Page  3-148  that  “surveys  of  the  Little  Jacks  herd  in  1993  also 
^indicate  a  dramatic  decline  in  lamb:ewe  ratios.  Total  number  of  sheep 
observed  in  this  herd  has  declined  since  1 993  while  lambrewe  ratios 
have  increased  from  1994  levels.”  This  statement  is  false  and 
definitely  misleading  to  the  public.  The  herd  has  not  declined.  There 
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[microns  has  been  a  natural  disbursement  to  Big  Jacks  Creek  complex  and  the 

irukc-^,  Castle  Creek  area.  This  herd  is  flourishing.  There  is  no  military 
overflight,  no  sonic  overflight,  and  the  weather  has  been  consistent 
In*  ot^cr  Parts  Owybee  County.  The  preparers  of  the  DEIS  have 

wT*"*  failed  to  properly  analyze  this  herd  along  with  all  other  on  ground 
resources  in  the  Northern  Air  Space  expansion.  The  sheep  issue  is 
example  of  the  cursory  view  the  Air  Force  has  of  biologic  resources. 

<t  Mum  To  tie  all  alternatives  to  an  incomplete  analysis,  again  limits 

hx***"*""  reasonable  alternatives,  and  consequently  is  a  violation  of  NEPA.  Not 
only  should  the  sheep  issue  be  further  studied  in  this  MOA  expansion, 
^ ’  but  all  biological,  recreational,  agriculture  aspects  need  further  study. 

3  »'->«**  *— 

I  Specifically,  with  the  air  space  expansion,  the  DEIS  fails  to  consider 
BI-58  J  or  disclose  the  impacts  or  the  airspace  expansion  on  ground  resources. 
SITlhi*.—  Ljhere  is  no  analysis  of  undisturbed  native  vegetation.  The  analysis  of 
wildlife  not  previously  overflown  low  level  or  supersonic  is  non 
— -  *  existent.  There  is  no  analysis  especially  to  the  northern  expansion  as  it 
^  ’  relates  to  the  large  urban  population  in  Ada  and  Canyon  Counties  who 
wiN  recreate  in  this  area,  hunting,  fishing,  back  packing.  Also  there  is 
nJ  Hun  n0  analysis  to  the  large  ranching  and  farming  community  bordering 

cliftwC  LU-7  this  expansion.  In  Nevada  there  is  no  consideration  to  ranching, 
"iwloMi!*1,  wilderness  experience  of  the  Jarbidge  Wilderness  Area,  or  to  those 
ranchers  who  have  diversified  their  businesses  in  the  fall  to  provide 
quality  mule  deer  hunts. 

Ttumpowi  The  final  EIS  must  deal  with. the  reasonable,  professional  concerns 
provided  by  the  IDFG  (included).  The  ungulate  harassment  is  a 
nj. 'htax.  scientific,  serious  concern.  The  cumulative  impacts  of  all  activities  ic 
overflight,  super  sonic  flight,  construction,  research,  human 
involvement,  wildfires,  fencing,  are  synergistic.  They  must  be  dealt 
wth  in  the  FEIS  with  relationship.  (Gcist  and  Stemp) 

svmij 

Richard  Weaver’s  “California  Bighorn  Sheep  in  the  Sierra  Nevada 
p^tn  Range”  states  that  the  greatest  declines  in  Bighorns  have  been 
jifrom  the  heaviest  recreational  use  or  human  impact.  This  range  does 
1  not  address  if  road  construction  will  increase  recreational  use.  As  it 


aRS  |_stands  now  Owyhee  county  access  is  not  for  the  meek  at  heart.  It  is  a 
tough  country  with  seasonal  access  by  only  the  wisest  of  users.  As 
loisTuea  mentioned  before,  even  Weaver  has  concern  about  human 
mi.Monn  cncroachnient  on  bighorn  habitat.  The  construction  phase  as  w-ell  as 
r  the  training  phase  is  synergistic,  cumulative  and  in  FNAWS  opinion 

«  w»  will  be  devastating.  The  DEIS  does  not  address  these  issues  in  any  of 

lhc  alternatives. 

FNAWS  finds  this  document  pre-evidence  of  discussion  for  the 
IlfTn,  California  Bighorn  Sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho.  The 
i^.^x,  .  USAJ:  has  invcste(i  ncariy  $800,000.00  to  study  the  cause  and  effect 
of  military  overflight  to  this  sheep  population.  But  this  study  is  not 
I™  even  half  completed  before  the  public  is  asked  to  comment  on  the 

1«L  ’ 1 4  sheep  issues.  The  study  has  been  mired  in  controversy.  Equipment  has 
lfcl  been  non  operatory.  The  data  sets  have  been  inaccurate  (presented  to 

1  IDFG  Commission  April  1 997).  The  goal  of  the  study  has  been 

»i3.F«c>  refocused  numerously.  Further  the  USAF’s  contractor  Ogden 
V  Environmental  publicly  acknowledge  that  the  study  is  focused  on 

overflight  only.  FNAWS  feels  that  these  studies  must  also  be  focused 
on  supersonic  overflight.  Even  the  literature  review  by  American 
2*.  National  Standards  Institute  (ANSI)  in  the  DEIS  refers  to  sonic  boom 
«w-*b  affects  in  land  compatibility.  This  document  states  that  sonic  booms 
’  BI-15  *n  A‘r  ^om^at  Maneuvcrs  have  a  complex  focal  zone,  foot  prints,  and 
can  not  be  characterized  by  simple  carpet  booms  associated  with 
hV»  Vtaxi  steady  sustained  supersonic  flight.  This  is  a  very  complex  issue,  and  to 
wipvm  neglect  it  in  sheep  research  is  wrong.  Even  Dr.  Gcist  states  that  this  is 
devastating  to  sheep,  in  that  it  resembles  avalanches,  or  rocks 
m-faxi  jumbling  as  in  cave  ins. 

("Management  of  wildlife  if  a  ROD  reflects  alternative  B,  C,  or  D  will 
;m>-55  be  expensive.  The  DEIS  fails  to  discuss  if  the  Idaho  Department  of 
^mCst  wiijL_Fish  and  Game  has  the  financial  capacity  to  do  so.  In  the  previous 
£  proposal  (ITR),  the  Idaho  legislature  required  the  IDFG  to  establish 
•wax:  lwo  ftjjj  ,jme  iji0i0gist  for  that  range’s  wildlife  management.  The 

minimal  cost  to  the  IDFG  budget  would  be  over  S 1 00,000.00.  This 
money  is  non  existent  in  1997  with  the  budget  shortfalls  of  the  Fish 
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and  Game's  budget.  The  Final  E1S  must  provide  funding  for  this 
essential  aspect.  FNAWS  feels  that  the  Air  Force  assumes  that  there 
will  be  no  wildlife  impact,  consequently  they  take  no  responsibility. 
The  Air  Force  then  leaves  the  burden  of  study  on  the  Idaho  Sportsmen 
through  management  of  the  IDFG.  FNAWS  feels  this  is  wrong. 

[The  DEIS  fails  to  portray  to  the  public  the  value  of  the  California 
Bighorn  Sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County.  IDFG  documents  have 
[_e$tablished  the  value  of  Idaho’s  Sheep  populations  at  100  million 
dollars.  With  two  species  of  sheep  in  this  state  of  about  equal  census 
numbers,  it  is  fair  to  assume  that  the  value  of  the  California  subspecies 
to  be  50  million  dollars.  This  value  is  based  and  supported  by  the  fact 
that  the  habitat  is  capable  of  supporting  large  numbers  of  sheep,  and 
the  fact  that  it  can  also  provide  transplantable  stock  to  nine  western 
states.  The  preparers  of  the  DEIS  fail  to  identify  that  there  are  more 
uninhabited  California  Bighorn  sheep  areas  in  the  West  than  an  other 
type  of  sheep  habitat.  This  is  import  for  the  final  discussion  in  that 
Idaho  was  the  sole  source  of  transplantable  sheep  in  this  nation  until 
1993.  It  ts  not  discussed  in  detail  and  should  be  so.  There  must  be  a 
range  management  plan  in  which  the  USAF,  IDFG,  FAA,  Federal  Fish 
and  Wildlife,  and  BLM  have  a  MOU  outlying  a  plan  in  which  these 
sheep  can  be  managed  primarily  to  reestablish  the  transplantable 
objectives.  If  this  were  the  case,  the  hunting  opportunity  will  also 
increase.  We  feel  it  wrong  that  the  DEIS  does  not  discuss  this  issue  in 
depth.  A  Final  ROD  including  no  action,  must  discuss  this  goal. 
Another  illustration  of  the  worth  of  these  sheep,  a  hunter  recently 
purchased  the  Idaho  Bighorn  Sheep  permit  at  FNAWS’s  annual 
convention  in  Philadelphia  for  $31,000.00  solely  to  hunt  the 
California  Bighorn  Sheep. 

As  recent  as  1994,  the  Federal  Fish  and  Wildlife  Agency,  listed  the 
California  Bighorn  Sheep  as  C-2  candidate  species  on  the  endangered 
species  list.  It  has  consequently  been  removed,  but  the  status  is 
["precarious.  (Federal  Register  Vol.  5M225,  U-21-91,  pp58804- 
58S08).  This  DEIS  has  no  discussion  of  negative  impacts  to  these 
sheep  in  Owyhee  County.  Again  there  is  no  discussion  of  a  range 
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management  plan  for  sheep  monitoring,  preventing  a  listing  as 
mentioned.  FNAWS,  if  a  ROD  is  determined,  would  like  to  see  hard 
language  funding  revenue  to  IDFG,  and  a  management  plan  to  prevent 
the  California  Bighorn  Sheep  populations  from  any  further  decline. 

Any  discussion  in  the  FEIS  must  address  and  define  sheep  habitat. 
This  habitat  is  the  unique  canyons  of  Owyhee  County,  plus  3  miles 
lateral  distance  from  the  canyon  rims.  Hard  language  must  define 
avoidance  of  critical  lambing  and  wintering  areas.  FNAWS  feels  that 
any  means  to  reduce  energy  expenditure  and  increase  foraging  will 
benefit  this  herd.  The  DEIS  fails  in  addressing  these  issues  because 
the  USAF  denies  any  effect.  But  the  USAF  has  ongoing  research  to 
study  these  issues,  but  as  mentioned  it  has  not  been  consummated. 

Consequently  FNAWS  again  feels  that  this  document  is  premature. 
Further  the  FEIS  must  address  the  cumulative  and  synergistic  affects 
of  the  construction  and  operational  stages  of  the  ETI  on  existing  sheep 
management  practices  in  Owyhee  County. 

The  DEIS  fails  to  identify  management  goals  for  the  California 
Bighorn  Sheep  populations.  FNAWS  feels  that  census  numbers  in 
1992  are  adequate.  This  level  provided  ample  hunting  opportunity 
and  transplantable  animals  to  other  states’  identified  unoccupied 

Jhabitat  or  allowed  those  states  to  augment  existing  herds.  With  this  in 
mind,  the  USAF  if  truly  dedicated  to  the  success  of  this  range,  should 
be  willing  to  mitigate  negative  results.  This  should  be  presented  in  a 
“Range  Management  Plan."  It  should  be  backed  with  a  monetary 
bond.  FNAWS  feels  that  a  bond  of  50  million  dollars  is  adequate  to 
back  a  range  management  plan  for  wildfires,  mitigation  for  cattlemen, 
loss  of  hunting  opportunity,  management  and  revenue.  These  issues 
should  be  discussed  and  a  memorandum  of  understanding  signed  with 
USAF,  FNAWS,  IDFG,  ODFW,  NDOW,  BLM,  FFW,  and  FAA.  This 
Range  is  unique.  It  is  inhabited.  It  is  has  major  visitation  presence 
by  civilians.  It  provides  economic  sustenance  for  thousands.  The  Air 
Force  in  the  DEIS  fails  to  present  this.  It  makes  assumptions  that  this 
range  is  much  like  the  UTTR  and  Nellis,  unoccupied  desert. 
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FNAWS  would  like  the  USAF  to  present  in  the  FEIS  an  analysis  to 
the  scenario  that  occuned  and  is  occurring  at  Fallon  Naval.  In 
relationship  to  Fallon  Naval,  private  property  was  condemned.  Public 
access  was  restricted.  Hunting  opportunity  and  wildlife  management 
was  lost.  In  Nevada  the  BLM  is  now  focusing  on  the  incapability  of 
military  use  and  public  domain.  This  is  precisely  the  issue  in  Idaho, 
Northern  Nevada,  and  Southern  Oregon  with  the  ETI  DEIS. 


FNAWS  agrees  with  IDFG’s  concerns  over  the  potential  for  fires. 
There  is  a  serious  potential  of  adverse  affects  for  wildlife  habitat  and 
as  it  supports  the  hunting  industry.  Also  this  potential  has  adverse 

[affects  for  the  ranching  industry.  The  DEIS  fails  to  address  in  detail 
fire  suppression.  The  DEIS  assumes  that  this  is  an  insignificant 
consequence.  IDFG’s  comments  adequately  portray  this  scenario. 
FNAWS  agrees  totally  with  this  analysis.  These  again  are 
“Reasonable  Foreseeable  Issues"  that  must  be  addressed:  suppression, 
fire  fighting  and  containment,  and  restoration  of  habitat  in  native 
flora.  Residents  of  Idaho  must  not  cany  the  burden.  Ranchers  must 
be  compensated  for  loss  of  public  land  grazing  or  structural  loss. 
Idaho’s  sportsmen  must  be  compensated  for  wildlife  if  any  species  of 
animals  decline.  Since  1992,  the  USAF  has  continuously  stated  that 
they  have  had  no  effect  to  the  Sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County. 
But  the  Idaho  Sportsmen,  and  other  states  have  suffered  the 
consequences  of  reduced  sheep  census  by  the  loss  of  hunting 
opportunity  and  the  loss  of  transplantable  stock.  The  USAF  shields 
itself  in  a  sheep  study  that  has  been  inconclusive,  lacks  mitigation,  or 
answers  for  Idahoans. 

FNAWS  has  taken  the  liberty  to  include  our  comments  from  the  ITR 
DEIS.  We  include  them  for  reviewers  to  see  the  similarities  of  the  ITR 
process.  The  reviewers  of  these  comments  will  be  impressed  with  the 
issues,  concerns,  and  inequities  that  where  brought  forward  then  and 
are  still  unanswered  now. 
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be  ranchers,  recreationalist,  native  Americans,  hunters,  or  fishermen. 
The  Air  Force  infers  that  this  ecosystem  is  desolate.  If  one  was  from 
elsewhere  this  is  true,  but  this  area  docs  harbor  economic  well  being 
for  many  ranchers  and  farmers,  it  does  have  a  large  native  American 
community,  it  provides  habitat  for  some  ofldaho’s  most  pristine  herds 
of  mule  deer,  antelope,  and  sage  grouse.  It  does  harbor  the  continental 
US’s  largest  herd  of  free  ranging  wild  sheep.  There  simply  is  an 
incompatibility  under  these  circumstances  for  an  electronic,  tactical 
combat  range. 

Sincerely  Presented, 

- - 

Robert  E  DiGrazia  BS,  DDS 
Range  Liaison 

Past  President  1992-1993  for 
Board  of  Directors 

Foundation  For  North  American  Wild  Sheep 

CC:  President  Bill  Clinton 

Idaho  Congressional  Delegation 
Oregon  Congressional  Delegation 
Nevada  Congressional  Delegation 
Governors  of  Idaho,  Oregon,  and  Nevada 


FNAWS  supports  the  No  Action  Alternative.  We  simply  question  the 
need.  The  lack  of  concern  by  the  USAF  for  existing  users  whether  it 
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August  21,  1997 


U.a.  Ut  race*  / 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
9.0.  Box  329 
•ala*,  Idaho 

•1701-0329 


(jE»2  0*ar  *LH  and  Air  Fore*, 


[potentially  b*  ael*  to  ua*  tn*  ITT .  The  proposal  do**  not  consider  any  ultra 
except  the  Air  force,  though  aganelaa  like  the  Idaho  National  Guard  will  have 
aeeaa*  to  th*  facilities. 

The  ETI  propotee  development  and  daeecratlon  of  son*  of  th*  aioat  wild  land  l*ft 
in  th*  lower  «•  atat**,  an  ar*a  of  incredible  ecological  and  environment*! 
potential.  Th*  iaipact*d  ar*a  Include*  numerous  wilderness  Study  Area.  (WJAs), 
propoaed  Wild  and  Scenic  Kleara.  and  critical  habitat  for  threatened  and 
endangered  apecle*.  Fl*aa«  do  not  allow  it  to  be  developed  and  bombed  into 
subtalaalon,  or  ita  appreclator*  to  b«  bribed  and  anow*d  for  eo  long  with  our  own 
tax  money I 

Thank  you  for  your  eon*ld«ration. 


Thank  you  for  tho  opportunity  to  comment  on  th*  proposed  Enhanced  Training 
Initiative  |ETI ) ,  which  would  oatabllah  a  auperaonlc  battlefield  over 
•outhweatern  Idaho  and  beyond. 


I  strongly  oppose  thia  proposal.  1  was  tempted  to  send  a  minimally  revised 
version  of  comment*  on  pravloua  bombing  rang*  proposal*,  since  so  awny  of  th* 
issue*  I  expressed  concern  about  remain  unchanged  or  unacceptably  changed.  Out 
of  roapect  for  the  proeesa,  though,  and  to  address  specific  issue*  discussed  in 
th#  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Ststeeient  (DEIS),  1  hereby  provide  original 
comment*  with  this  letter. 


.  |Th#  noise  associated  with  th#  proposed  activities  was  grossly  underest  lasted  in 
lNtJ-4  I  the  DEIS.  The  use  of  long  averaging  period*  to  aseees  th*  iopecta  of  very  short 
I  duration,  vary  Intense  noise  Is  unrealistic.  It  come*  off  as  a  ploy  to  justify 
what  otherwise  could  not  be  justified,  the  overwhelming,  body  shaking  effect  of 
frequent  aupersonic  flights  in  one  of  th*  quietest  place*  in  th*  lower  4S  states, 
i  have  been  "boomed"  numerous  times,  and  have  also  been  •  hocked  out  of  my  wit* 
while  in  Owyhee  country's  peaceful  canyons  only  to  have  jets  suddenly  stun 
everyone  and  everything  in  th#  vicinity,  this  is  crucial  California  bighorn 
eheep  habitat.  The  stuns  to  those  animal*  are  life  threatening,  both  because  of 
their  precarious  habitats  and  th*  social  Interruption*  caused.  Zt'e  not  snich 
better  for  humans,  either. 
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The  DEIS  continues  to  propose  th*  use  of  chaff  over  much  of  Owyhee  county.  This 
"Snounts  to  the  littering  of  precious  backcountry  with  potentially  hazardous 
jnatala.  *hy  should  this  be  considered  or  allowed?  Also,  th#  DEIS  propose*  th* 
release  of  th*  extremely  hazardous  titanium  tetrachloride  In  dummy  bombs.  This 
can  not  be  allowed. 


Sincerely, 

....  if — 

Chris  Johnson 
Rt.  2,  Box  869 
Crtrtgevl.il*,  Idaho 

Ul» 
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Ny  moat  significant  concern  continue*  to  be  th#  proposed  proliferation  of  ‘threat 
emitter*  eites.  The  Owyhea  desert  constitute*  on*  of  the  largest  remaining 
undeveloped,  roadless  areas  in  the  lower  4B  state*.  The  development  inherent  in 
establishing,  supplying  power  and  access  to,  and  operating  thee*  sites  will 
represent  an  irreversible  dismemberment  of  thi*  special  place.  Th*  dieael 
generator*  needed  to  power  the  emitter  site*  will  inereaae  pollutant  emission* 
by  order*  of  magnitude  in  an  are*  wher#  existing  air  quality  and  th*  lack  of  air 
pollutant  eeilsalons  result  In  uniquely  pristine  conditions.  This  pert  of  th# 
proposal  seems  to  be  trying  to  slip  a  level  of  development  Into  th*  Ov^hee*  which 
would  orders  of  magnitude  more  than  anything  that  has  occurred  to  date,  and  would 
irretrievably  compromise  th*  integrity  of  th#  area. 

Xt  is  my  understanding  that  th*  Federal  Courts,  in  their  ruling  on  th*  Air 
Force's  separation  of  moving  th*  composite  wing  to  Idaho  and  their  subsequent 
request*  for  enhanced  training  capabilities  needed  by  that  wing,  required  th*  Air 
Fore#  to  step  back  and  combine  those  considerations.  This  proposal,  which  seeks 
training  space  for  unite  in  place  in  Idaho,  should  be  rejected  out  of  hand 
because  th*  existence  of  much  of  that  force  ha*  not  yet  been  justified. 

The  Dr  13  must  consider  us*  by  all  agencies,  organisations,  or  affiliates  who  win 
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September  3,  1997 


U  5  Air  Force/  BLM 
P0  Box  329 

Boise,  ID  83702-0329 

GE-1  I  wish  to  express  my  Btrong  opposition  to  an  expanded 
bombing  range. 

Not  only  is  it  unnecessary,  but  the  damage  to  wildlife 
resources  and  tho  environment  would  be  irreparable. 

The  Air  Force  already  has  too  much  air  apace. 

Very  truly  yours,  * 

Walt  Locke 

805  California  St. 

Gooding,  ID  83330 


Amy  Haak 
317  Ada  St. 
Boise,  ID  83702 


United  States  Air  Force 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
PO  Box  329 
Bofse.  ID  83701-0329 


September  3. 1997 
GE-2  Dear  USAF  and  BLM, 

Please  accept  my  comments  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for 
the  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho.  As  a  river  runner,  hiker 
and  mountain  biker,  I  appreciate  the  Incredible  recreational  opportunities 
available  throughout  the  Owyhee  Canyontands.  I  have  paddled  a  number  of 
rivers  over  the  past  15  years  including  the  Grand  Canyon,  Selway  and  Salmon 
system,  but  these  desert  canyons  are  my  favonte  place  on  earth.  I  beUeve  that 
they  are  deserving  of  national  protection  and  recognition  for  their  truly 
remarkable  features.  At  a  minimum  these  lands  deserve  to  be  managed  in  a 
manner  which  protects  and  enhances  their  resource  values.  Therefore,  I 
support  Alternative  A.  the  No  Action  Alternative,  as  the  only  ailemaove  which 
does  not  ruin  one  of  the  most  spectacular  places  in  the  world! 

The  Owyhee  country  has  been  discovered  by  outdoor  recreationists  who  seek 
the  quiet  and  solitude  of  a  primitive  wilderness  experience  -  something  that  is 
becoming  Increasingly  difficult  to  obtain.  I  have  floated  most  of  the  Owyhee 
River  system  »nd  the  Jarbidge  and  Bruneau  Rivers  and  have  b*ked  and  hiked 
extensively  across  the  plateau.  In  the  15  years  that  I  have  been  exploring  this 
country.  I  have  seen  the  amount  of  use  escalate,  particularly  on  the  Jarbidge 
and  Bruneau  Rivera.  After  the  lengthy  article  on  the  Owyhee  River  in  the  San 
Francisco  Examlnar  in  August  I  expect  use  will  realty  increase  on  this  river  as 
well. 

I  have  also  seen  the  number  of  intrusions  by  the  Air  Force  increase  over  the 
years  .  I  have  been  practically  knocked  out  of  my  canoe  by  sonic  booms, 
startled  while  hiking  on  the  plateau  by  low  altitude  overflights,  and  harassed 
while  In  camp  by  multiple  pass  overa.  This  is  simply  not  acceptable!  I  have  also 
noticed  that  I  am  currently  seeing  less  wildlife  than  I  saw  on  earlier  tr.ps.  I  don't 
know  the  reason  for  this,  but  can  only  speculate  that  if  this  country  is  becoming 
Increasingly  unpleasant  for  humans,  it  must  also  be  increasingly  unsatisfactory 
for  wildlife. 
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In  the  Interest  of  being  brief,  suffice  ft  to  say  that  1  find  the  Air  Force's  current 
level  of  activity  to  be  completely  unacceptable  and  I  completely  oppose  any 
increases  in  activity.  Specifically: 

•  No  Chaff  •  this  is  litter,  and  the  environmental  and  health  Implications  have 
not  been  evaluated. 

•  No  Flares  -  this  area  is  volatile  and  once  burned  will  be  difficult  to 
rehabilitate;  any  toss  of  native  vegetation  will  impact  everything  from  wildlife 
to  water  quality. 

•  No  New  Roads  -  roads  increase  the  potential  for  human  intrusion  and 
subsequent  disturbances;  they  are  a  source  of  sedimentation  to  the 
drainages:  they  encourage  the  growth  of  noxious  weeds. 

•  No  Emitters  -  these  are  a  sourca  of  visual  pollution  across  the  plateau  not  to 
mention  the  noise,  light  and  air  pollution  associated  with  the  generators  and 
lights  of  the  facilities. 

•  No  Nighttime  Activities  -  there  has  to  be  some  time  that  people  and  wildlife 
have  a  break  from  the  activities. 

IT  No  Increase  in  Overflights  -  the  current  level  fcs  too  much  and  the  DEIS  does 
|  not  provide  adequate  information  on  the  proposed  changes  in  overflights. 

.  No  Supersonic  Flights  •  sonic  booms  are  deafening,  terrifying,  and 
inappropriate  in  a  wilderness  environment. 

From  a  procedural  standpoint.  I  also  have  found  the  entire  DEtS  process  to  be 
flawed. 

T  The  Air  Force  has  still  not  demonstrated  a  need  for  the  range.  The  entire 
_  DEIS  process  should  be  delayed  untit  the  Air  Force  completes  its  own 
_  internal  needs  assessment 

•  The  Air  Force  continues  to  Ignore  NEPA  -  there  Is  no  cumulative  Impacts 
assessment,  no  range  of  alternatives  and  using  the  AFI  EIS  as  the  base  Bre 

_  is  ludicrous. 

•  There  is  no  data  or  real  information  In  the  DEIS  -  it  Is  all  fluff. 

•  The  DEIS  fails  to  address  the  findings  of  the  Integrated  Scientific 
Assessment  for  Ecosystem  Management  In  the  Interior  Columbia  Basin. 

T  The  DEIS  does  not  apply  to  all  other  branches  of  the  military  that  wifi  be 
_  using  the  range. 

•  The  ETI  is  Incompatible  with  BlM*s  management  objectives  for  the 
_  preservation  of  the  wHdemess  character  of  the  canyons. 

Finally,  I  would  just  like  to  state  for  the  record  that  1  am  not  an  ‘environmental 
wacko*  who  Is  ‘anti-business  and  anti-progress*  as  the  Mountain  Home  City 
councilman  testified.  In  fact.  I  own  a  business  that  is  based  on  computer 
technologies  so  1  would  hardly  consider  mysetf  to  be  enti-business  or  anti¬ 
progress.  It  is  places  like  the  Owyhees  that  help  to  make  my  business  viable  by 


allowing  me  to  attract  qualified  people  to  Boise.  People  who  care  about  Idaho 
and  plan  to  stay  here  for  a  long  time  don't  move  here  because  of  the  Air  Force. 
They  move  here  for  the  quality  of  life  and  access  to  places  like  the  Jarbidge  and 
Bnjneau  Canyons. 

I  am  tired.  I  am  tired  of  fighting  you  over  the  same  Issue.  Nothing  has  changed 
since  this  began  eight  years  ago.  I  work  long  days  and  long  weeks  trying  to  run 
a  business  and  i  resent  having  to  spend  so  much  of  my  personal  time  on  this 
issue.  But  rest  assured  that  I  will  never  quit  fighting  you  •  the  Owyhee 
Canyonlands  deserve  everything  I  can  possibly  do  to  try  and  protect  them. 
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Nikki  Balch  Stitwell 
3262  Catalina  Lane 
Boise,  Idaho  83705 


September  4,  1997 


USAF/BLM 

P.O.  Box  329 

Boise,  ID  83701-0329 


As  an  Idahoan  born  in  Boise,  I  am  voicing  a  strong  "no*  regarding  the 
enhanced  military  training  range  proposed  for  the  Owyhee  Canyonlands  by 
the  United  States  Air  Force. 

Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base  Is  not  threatened  with  closure 
according  to  a  documented  statement  made  by  a  vice  commander  at  the 
Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base.  The  United  States  Air  Force  doesn’t. need 
the  expansion  for  military  preparedness,  defense  efforts  or  the  safety  of 
our  military  pilots.  It  has  been  proven  that  established  training  ranges  in 
Utah  are  adequate  to  meet  the  combat  training  needs  for  military 
personnel  at  the  Idaho  air  base. 

The  draft  environmental  impact  statement  prepared  by  the  USAF  is 
flawed  and  doesn't  comply  with  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act.  It 
certainly  can’t  be  used  by  Idaho’s  congressional  delegation  to  approve  the 
devastation  of  this  public  land  prized  by  many  of  Idaho’s  citizens. 

No  credible  study  has  determined  that  military  flights  over  areas 
such  as  Little  Jacks  Creek  will  flfli  severely  impact  wildlife,  including 
America’s  largest  populations  of  California  bighorn  sheep. 

If  the  USAF  is  allowed  additional  access  to  Owyhee  Canyonlands  the 
recreational  users  of  the  Owyhee.  Bruneau  and  Jarbidge  canyons  and  rivers 
will  be  harassed  with  jet  noise,  views  of  military  installations  and  war¬ 
time  equipment,  and  other  battlefield  debris  creating  a  less  than  desired 
wilderness  experience.  The  effects  of  aluminum  chaff  on  wildlife 
populations,  fish  habitat  and  water  quality  have  not  been  determined. 

And,  how  can  any  government  entity  turn  the  sacred  area  of  native 
Americans  Into  a  battlefield  -  mock  or  real?  Such  action  is  just  another 
insult  to  a  long  history  of  mistreatment  of  the  Shoshone-Paiute  Tribe. 

Southern  Idaho's  wildlife,  flora,  fresh  air  and  tranquillity  are  state 


and  national  treasures  important  to  our  children  and  grandchildren. 

I  have  been  privileged  to  have  had  access  to  the  Owyhee  Canyonlands 
for  58  years.  My  guess  is  that  I've  lived  in  Idaho  longer  than  most  of  the 
people  at  the  Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base. 

My  two  granddaughters  are  “new”  Idahoans,  born  in  Boise  in  the  past 
four  years.  Some  day  I  want  to  see  their  delight  as  they  look  across  a 
steep  canyon  at  California  Bighorn  Sheep,  hear  the  canyon  wrens  and  red¬ 
tailed  hawks  and  see  the  beautiful  flowers  on  a  blooming  cactus.  I  want  to 
teach  them  about  the  need  to  be  quiet  as  we  float  a  river  below  a  herd  of 
sheep  feeding  on  the  cliff  and  I  want  to  see  the  spark  In  their  eyes  when 
they  discover  the  secrets  of  a  hidden  stream  dumping  Into  a  high  desert 
river. 

Idahoans  $f£  care  about  the  Owyhee  Canyonlands.  Please  don’t  ruin  It 
for  us  and  our  progeny.  Thank  You. 


Nikki  Batch  Stilwell 
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August  15, 1997 


Bureau  of  Land  Management/U.S.  Air  Force 
PO  Box  329 

Boise,  Idaho  83701-0329 
GE- 1  To  Whom  It  May  Concern: 

In  past  years  I  have  commented  at  hearings  and  written  comments  about  the  proposed 
training  range.  Nothing  has  changed.  I  am  unequivacabiy  opposed  to  development  of 
a  new  range  or  expansion  of  the  existing  range  into  any  part  of  the  Owyhees.  The 
reasons  are  too  numerous  to  list.  Any  disturbance  by  planes,  military  maneuvers,  or 
any  type  of  construction  will  adversely  affect  the  flora  and  fauna  of  the  region,  as  weli 
as  the  international  migratory  birds  of  North  and  South  America  (some  of  which  are  rare 
and/or  endangered  species).  There  is  no  need  for  any  increased  disturbance  in  the 
high  desert  country  of  Southwest  Idaho. 


The  military  repeatedly  has  said  they  have  to  have  more  realistic  training.  Great! 
Practice  over  the  City  of  Mountain  Home,  Mountain  Home  Air  Base,  the  Interstate 
Highway,  and  surrounding  area  which  is  already  unfit  for  any  native  fora  or  fauna. 
Better  yet  -  go  back  to  the  training  ranges  in  other  states  where  the  military  has  already 
destroyed  most  of  what  is  needed  for  the  survival  of  flora,  fauna,  and  man. 

Why  in  hell  does  man  continue  to  destroy  that  which  has  taken  millions  of  years  to 
develop?  Is  it  ego.  money,  or  just  outright  stupidity? 

Expanded  training  range?  Absolutely  not!!!! 


Sincerely, 

Colleen  Sweeney 


PO  Box  3067 
Boise,  Idaho  83703 
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August  29,  1997 


Bureau  of  Land  Management/USAF 
Box  329 
Boise,  ID  83701 

GE-2  Mease  include  these  comments  in  the  official  DEIS  record: 

Once  again,  (for  the  fourth  time),  I  hereby  express  my  heartfelt  opinion  that  the  US  Af  has 
no  case  for  turning  one  of  the  most  remote,  beautiful,  and  peaceful  parts  of  this  country 
into  a  bombing  range.  The  reasons  for  my  opposition  are  as  follows: 

1.  The  Air  Force  has  NEVER  shown  that  they  need  this  bombing  range  In  fact,  time 
after  lime,  various  senior  officers  have  admitted  that  there  really  is  NO  NEED  for  this 
range.  There  are  other  ranges  they  can  practice  their  wargames  in  -  as  close  as  just  over 
the  border  in  Utah.  During  the  Gulf  "War"  we  constantly  heard  how  wonderfully  prepared 
the  Air  Force  was  -  the  best  in  the  world,  they  touted.  If  they  are  so  very  well  trained, 
they  must  already  have  more  than  enough  places  to  train  which  are  more  than  adequate. 
There  is  NO  REASON  to  sacrifice  a  virtually  untouched  wilderness  for  the  whims  of  a  few 
spoiled  brats  who  want  everything  their  way.  I  sometimes  wonder  who  the  'enemy*  reaDy 
is  when  our  own  .Air  Force  treats  us  with  such  disdain. 

2.  Noise.  Obviously,  one  of  the  most  wonderful  aspects  of  the  Owy  hee  Canyonlands  is  its 
awesome  silence.  Even  an  idiot  could  understand  that  loud  sounds  -  especially  those  of  jet 

C planes  -  are  completely  incompatible  with  a  pristine,  silent  wilderness.  The  Air  Force  tied 
in  the  EIS  in  regard  to  their  noise  studies  -  these  were  bogus  and  they  knew  it.  but  they 
intentionally  included  deceptive  information.  This  is  an  outrage  and  is  prima  fade  grounds 
to  disqualify  the  entire  EIS,  under  NEPA  regulations.  A  legal  EIS  cannot  intentionally 
include  misleading  information. 

The  study  of  noise  by  eminent  scientists  throughout  the  world  has  produced  a  body 
of  evidence.  For  instance: 

-The  US  Environmental  Protection  Agency  released  a  1978  report  entitled,  'Noise: 
A  Health  Problem.'  Here  are  some  of  the  findings  from  this  report:  "Unwanted  sound 
constitutes  a  real  and  present  danger  to  people's  health.'  'Noise  can  produce  serious 
physical  and  psychological  stress."  “Of  the  many  hazards  related  to  noise,  hearing  loss  is 
the  most  clearly  observable  and  measurable....other  health  hazards  are.... susceptibility  to 
disease  and  infection... .a  complicating  factor  in  heart  problems  and  other  diseases.. ..may 
have  a  serious  consequence  for  those  already  111  in  mind  or  body.'  'Grade  school  children 
exposed  to  aircraft  noise  in  school  or  at  home  had  higher  blood  pressures  than  children  in 
quieter  areas."  'Serious  effects  of  noise  on  the  growth  and  development  of  the  unborn 
child." 


•Dr.  William  H.  Stewart,  former  US  Surgeon  General  said,  "Calling  noise  a 
nuisance  is  like  calling  smog  an  inconvenience.  Kobe  must  be  considered  a  hazard  to  the 
health  of  people  everywhere.' 

-A  study  entitled,  'Noise  and  Your  Health"  states,  'Hearing  loss  can  occur  either 
through  repeated  prolonged  exposures  to  noise  exceeding  S3  decibels,  or  through  short 
exposure  to  an  extremely  intense  noise.'  'Nobe  b  a  powerful  source  of  stress.  Your 
attirude  toward  the  unwanted  nobe  directly  affects  your  level  of  stress.  The  more  helpless 
you  feel,  the  greater  your  level  of  stress.  If  you  perceive  the  nobe  as  unnecessary  and 
preventable,  your  annoyance  will  increase  as  well.*  "Noise  b  unwanted  sound." 

•The  following  quotes  are  taken  from  a  recent  report  to  Congress,  prepared  by  the 
National  Park  Service,  entitled  Effect  gf  PVfTfligllb  on  Natural  Quiet,  “The  NPS  has 
long  regarded  natural  ouict  as  a  park  resource.'  "The  human  auditory  system  b  an 
excellent  mechanism  for  determining  the  presence  or  absence  of  natural  quiet.  No  readily 
available  electronic  device  can  duplicate  humin  hearing  for  identifying  audible  sounds 
produced  by  non-natural  sources.’  'If  an  attentive  Es tenet  with  normal  hearing  can  hear 
aircraft,  then  natural  quiet  does  not  exist  while  the  aircraft  b  audible."  The  NPS  has  done 
exhaustive  visitor  surveys  in  many  national  parks.  Here  U  one  result:  "System-wide, 
enjoying  natural  quiet  b  about  as  important  as  viewing  natural  scenery  as  a  reason  for 
visiting  national  parks.* 

I  have  included  the  above  quotes  from  respected  scientific  reports  as  evidence  that 
the  Air  Force  intentionally  included  flawed,  biased,  and  unscientific  data  in  the  EIS. 

3.  The  airspace  expansion  over  Little  Jacks  Creek  will  severely  impact  wildlife.  The  Idaho 
Fbh  and  Game  Commissioners  —  a  notably  conservative  group  —  has  recently  opposed  the 
bombing  range,  because  of  advene  effects  on  wildlife.  Since  the  Air  Force  escalated  its 
use  in  the  Owyhee  Country  the  population  of  bighorns  has  plummeted  —  what  more 
evidence  b  necessary  to  prove  that  jet  nobe  adversely  affects  that  (and  most  other)  species? 

The  Owyhee  Canyonlands  b  a  special  place,  like  no  other  in  the  entire  country.  What 
rational  human  being  would  sacrifice  it  for  no  valid  reason  whatsoever?  There  can  be  no 
supersonic  battlefield  there,  of  all  places!  Use  existing  ranges.  This  b  entirely 
unacceptable  and  un American. 

Sincerely, 

-stUu.  & 

Ellen  R.  Glaccum 
Box  1173 

Kctchum,  ID  83340 


Written  Comments 


261 


P.  0.  Box  6025 

Englewood.  Colorado  80155*6905 
September  1,  1997  nr-* 


US  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.0.  Box  329 

Boise.  ID  83701*0329 

GE-1  Centlemen/Ladles: 

I  am  writing  In  reference  to  your  proposal  for  Enhanced  Training  In  Idaho 
(ETI).  I  would  like  to  have  my  comments  Included  In  your  EIS  and  Record  of 
Decision,  due  this  fall.  The  deadline  for  comments  may  have  passed,  but  1  have 
been  traveling  this  summer,  and  the  news  about  the  ETI  Just  caught  up  with  me. 
Deadline  or  not,  I  hope  that  you  will  take  my  opinion  Into  consideration. 

i  am  a  landowner  In  Idaho  (13319  Villi  Road,  Donnelly,  ID),  and  I  am 
opposed  to  the  FTI.  It  will  be  situated  In  the  vicinity  of  the  Owyhee 
Canyonlands.  I  am  shocked  that  the  U.S.  Air  Force  would  even  consider  this 
area  for  the  ETI.  Many  arguments  have  been  advanced  against  this  project, 
ranging  from  the  nuisance  effects  of  Jet  noise  on  the  people,  livestock,  and 
wildlife  living  there,  to  the  visual  damage  caused  by  flares,  chaff,  fires,  etc.  My 
objection  is  of  a  different  kind.  It  Is,  simply  put,  that  these  canyonlands  are  one 
of  the  most  magnificent  natural  areas  In  our  country. 

I  find  It  ironic,  that  the  US  Air  Force,  organized  to  defend  our  country, 
should  consider  degrading  a  cherished  part  of  it.  The  Bruneau,  the  Jarbrldge, 
and  the  Jack’s  Creek  canyons,  are  places  of  such  fantastic  and  wild  beauty,  that 
It  Is  difficult  to  describe  them  In  words.  The  lesser-known  Jack’s  Creek  area  Is 
no  less  astonishing,  with  Us  narrow,  deep  wild  gorge,  than  are  its  bigger  and 
more  well-known  sister  rivers.  Yet  this  Is  the  very  region  that  you  are  also 
considering  In  this  proposal  for  an  expansion  of  your  Military  Operating  Area.  I 
can  only  attribute  this  to  your  ignorance  of  the  region  you  covet.  I  urge  the  AF 
decision  makers  to  come  out  of  your  stratosphere,  and  down  to  Earth  on  this 
matter,  and  take  a  close-up  look  at  this  land.  If  you  hike  along  the  canyon 
bottoms,  or  take  a  raft  trip  down  one  of  these  wonderful  rivers,  you  too  cannot 
help  but  be  enthralled  with  them,  and  w|U  realize  your  error. 

•America  the  Beautiful"  is  a  song  that  touches  the  heart  of  every  patriotic 
American.  Let’s  not  make  this  merely  a  nostalgic  tune.  Remember,  wilderness 
is  something  that  can  only  be  lost,  it  can  never  be  regained.  The  Grand  Canyon 
Is  constantly  buzzed  by  sightseeing  helicopters,  Hetls  Canyon  Is  often  filled  with 
the  roar  of  Jet  boats.  People  need  the  few  remaining  wild  places  we  have  for 
moments  of  peace  and  tranquillity. 

Thank  you  for  your  kind  attention. 

Sincerety  yours, 


Whitney  Friends  Church 


Ptitor  V*rn  Birnett 
3102  Paloutt  SL 
P.O.  Bo*  5371 
Boise,  Idaho  63705 
(208)  342-5702 


September  2,  1997 


Kfas  _ _ 


Ken  Flschman 


the  Rural  Alliance  for  Military  Accountability  001143 


US  Air  Force  /  BLM 
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U.  S.  Air  Force/BLM 

P.O.  Box  329 

Boise,  Idaho  83701-0329 
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GE-1  TO  Whom  It  Concerns: 

Does  anyone  in  a  position  of  authority  in  regard  to  the 
development  of  the  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho  (ETI)  project 
truly  care  about  what  is  best  for  all?  Having  personally 
seen  military  agendas  carried  out  in  the  past,  I  have  no 
confidence  in  their  ability  to  speak  honestly  or  act  with 
integrity  to  this  day. 

I  was  a  Marine  air  traffic  controller  at  MCAS  Yuma/Vuma 
International  Airport  in  the  early  70' s.  The  Incredible 
waste  of  resources  was  so  routine  that  I  could  not  begin 
to  give  adequate  examples.  So,  I’ll  limit  myself  to  one  of 
significance  to  this  purposed  training  range. 

The  Air  Force  claims  that  it  now  wants  to  conserve  on  time 
and  fuel.  While  any  aviation  related  serviceman  during  the 
energy  crisis  of  1973  can  varify  that  flight  operations 
increased  dramatically  at  the  mention  of  possible  fuel 
rationing.  From  our  control  tower  I  watched  cars  line  up 
all  day  while  our  military  pilots  were  carrying  out  orders 
to  squander  as  much  fuel  as  possible  by  filling  up  their 
tanks  for  short  flights,  then  dumping  the  majority  of  the 
fuel  before  their  return. 

The  military  has  proved  themselves  as  experts  at  protecting 
their  interests  first  without  regard  for  the  tax  paying  public. 

This  training  range  is  nothing  but  another  boondoggle  project 
that  has  already  wasted  the  public's  resources.  Enough!  n 

A  Witness  of  Truth, 


GE-2  Dear  Sir  or  Ms., 


Vern  Barnett 


The  following  are  the  comments  of  the  Rural  Alliance  for  Military  Accountability 
(RAMA)  the  Draft  Environmental  Impacl  Statement  (DEIS)  for  Enhanced  Training  in 
Idaho. 

In  general,  we  found  the  DEIS  much  easier  to  read  than  past  documents,  partially  due  to 
our  belief  that  the  DEIS  was  sanitised  to  depict  as  few  impacts  as  possible.  The  inserts  did 
make  for  easy  location  of  issues  of  concern. 

RAMA  does  not  accept  the  premise  that  "dilution  is  the  solution  to  pollution”  of  impacts 
associated  with  military  airspace.  That  notion  rings  of  a  post-facto  justification  for  the 
military's  insatiable  appetite  to  gamer  significant  new  amounts  of  airspace  while  refusing 
to  surrender  any  airspace  designations  associated  with  base  closures.  Indeed,  our 
experience  has  been  that  any  proposed  airspace  acquisition  by  the  Defense  Department 
(DOD)  -  once  granted  -  becomes  permanent.  As  opposed  to  military  land  withdrawals 
Special  Use  Airspace  (SUA)  and  Military  Training  Route  (MTR)  designations  do  not  have 
sunset  clauses.  Moreover,  changes  in  airspace  use,  including  dramatically-increased 
operations,  often  occur  without  public  notification  or  Involvement. 

Contrary  to  the  Pentagon’s  solution  to  impacts  of  military  airspace,  our  belief  is  that  the 
best  way  to  avoid  them  is  to  decline  to  designate  the  use  of  airspace  for  military  purposes. 

Today,  the  DOD  is  the  only  federal  agency  which  does  not  provide  the  public  with  the 
opportunity  to  comment  on  draft  Environmental  Assessments  (EAs).  For  decades,  this 
deprecation  of  the  process  under  the  National  Environmental  Protection  Act  (NEPA)  has 
allowed  the  U.S.  Air  Force  (USAF)  to  create  new  Military  Operation  Areas  (MOAs)  and 
MTRs,  and  to  withdraw  public  lands  without  public  input  or  notification.  We  believe  it  is 
time  the  Pentagon  allow  full  public  participation  in  the  decisions  that  impact  our 
environment  and  thus  our  lives. 
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RAMA  would  also  like  to  take  the  opportunity  afforded  through  the  DEIS  process  to  again 
formally  request  grassroots  representation  on  the  Interagency  Working  Croup  for  Special 
Use  Airspace.  Sherri  Wasserman  Goodman,  Deputy  Under  Secretary  of  Defense 
(Environmental  Security)  pledged  such  grassroots  participation  before  the  House  Natural 
Resources  Committee  on  June  17,  1994.  It  has  yet  to  occur.  We  consider  any  further  refusal 
to  honor  this  request  as  a  this  breach  of  trust  and  a  true  indicator  of  the  closed  door  attitude 
which  the  DOD  has  towards  airspace  matters. 

The  DEIS  notes  that  a  National  Needs  Assessment  in  beyond  the  scope  of  the  document. 
RAMA  opposes  any  expansion  or  designation  of  land  and/or  airspace  to  the  military  until 
completion  of  a  National  Needs  Assessment  For  such  as  assessment  to  truly  measure  all 
direct  and  indirect  impacts  of  these  designations,  it  must  involve  all  branches  of  the  DOD, 
as  well  as  the  Department  of  Interior,  the  Department  of  Agriculture  (USFS  and  NRCS), 
the  Federal  Aviation  Administration,  the  General  Accounting  Office,  appropriate  state  and 
local  governments,  and  CongTess.  It  is  crucial  that  a  strategy  for  strong  public  participation  * 
including  that  of  Native  American  tribes  -  be  developed  and  implemented.  Upon 
completion,  the  National  Needs  Assessment  should  be  released  for  public  comment  and 
review  and  a  series  of  public  hearings  held  across  the  nation. 

The  reasons  for  a  national  needs  assessment  are  dear.  Without  it,  the  military  will 
continue  to  acquire  land  and  airspace  in  a  piecemeal  fashion  without  either  a  single, 
defined  blueprint  Justifying  those  expansions,  or  congressional  oversight  of  that  blueprint. 
Without  a  national  needs  assessment,  the  military  will  duplicate  existing  training 
capabilities  located  on  the  25  million  acres  which  the  DOD  already  controls.  Without  a 
national  needs  assessment,  the  DOD  can  quietly  expand  upon  the  50%  of  our  nation’s 
airspace  that  it  already  has. 

RAMA  is  aware  that  every  western  state  faces  military  expansion  or  renewals,  and  we 
believe  that  these  activities  are  having  significant  immediate  and  cumulative 
environmental  impacts.  Among  the  plans  currently  under  consideration: 

*  The  Yuma  Training  Complex  has  proposed  to  "develop  new  target  simulations"  and 
"develop  additional  transmitter-telemetry  facilities." 

*  The  Marine  Corps  Air  Station  has  proposed  to  upgrade  their  Tactical  Air  Combat 
Training  System  within  the  Barry  Goldwater  Range.  The  range  will  also  be  home  to  a  new 
Measurement  and  Debriefing  System. 

"  The  National  Guard  has  proposed  a  Colorado  Airspace  Initiative  with  "simulated  target, 
surface  to  air  threats,  and  simulated  weapons  delivery  tactics." 

*  In  Nevada,  Nellis  Air  Force  Base  has  proposed  "Nellis  Air  Combat  Training  System 
Sites." 

*  Twenty  seven  additional  EW  and  TACTS  sites  and  one  master  site  are  proposed  at  Naval 
Air  Station  (NAS)  Fallon,  Nevada.  *  In  New  Mexico,  the  USAF  has  proposed  a  new 
bombing  Range  for  German  Aircraft  Operations  at  Holloman  AFB. 

*  The  Air  Force  has  proposed  doubling  the  size  of  the  Lucin  A  &  B  MOAs  at  the  Utah  Test 
and  Training  Range  (UTTR) 


001143 

and  private  lands  throughout  central  Nevada.  We  have  attached  a  BIM  map  of  known 
chaff  littering  sites. 

The  DEIS  on  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho  states  on  page  2-73  that  the  Paradise  MOA  will 
experience  a  55%  increase  in  the  use  of  chaff.  The  document  later  downplays  the  effect  of 
this  statement,  when  it  says  on  page  3-33  that  the  use  of  chaff  poses  no  known  risk  to 
humans  and  animals. 

The  faet  is,  this  conclusion  is  inconsistent  with  the  Air  Force's  own  findings.  Section  4.4  of 
the  April  1997  Record  of  Decision  on  the  Final  EIS  on  the  Alaska  Military  Operations  Areas 
made  a  commitment  to  "facilitate  and  encourage  the  continued  study  of  chaff  alternatives 
and  biodegradable  chaff."  The  earlier  DEIS  on  the  same  proposal  also  found  that:  "The 
National  Institute  for  Occupational  Safety  and  Health  (NIOSH)  considers  crystalline  silica 
(as  a  respirable  dust)  a  potential  human  carcinogen." 

The  DEIS  claim  that  chaff  poses  no  known  risk  to  humans  and  animals  is  also  in  conflict 
with  two  other  DOD  reports,  including  the  January  1992  DEIS  for  the  Aircraft  Conversions 
at  the  103rd  Tactical  Fighter  Group,  Bradley  International  Airport,  Connecticut,  as  well  as 
for  the  Air  National  Guard  Readiness  Center,  Andrews  Air  Force  Base,  Maryland.  The 
earlier  DEIS  states,  "Wind  blown  particles  would  tend  to  concentrate  on  the  lee  side  of 
water  bodies  where  nutrient  levels  are  higher.  Surface  feeding  wildlife,  such  as  ducks,  may 
consume  chaff  particles  on  the  surface  of  their  primary  vegetation.  These  would  either 
pass  through  the  digestive  system  or  form  compacted  pellets  in  the  gizzard." 

While  other  limited  studies  have  been  performed  on  the  human  health  and  ecological 
effects  of  chaff  -  including  at  the  University  of  Maryland  and  the  University  of  Delaware  - 
the  results  are  mixed,  and  some  are  not  directly  applicable  to  high  desert,  basin  and  range 
environments  found  in  the  western  U.S. 

The  Nevada  Division  of  Environmenlal  Protection  (DEP),  for  example,  reviewed  Defense 
Department  documentation  of  the  risks  associated  with  chaff.  Although  the  state's 
investigation  "did  not  provide  the  Division  with  a  definitive  answer  as  to  the 
environmental  effects  of  chaff  on  public  and  private  lands  in  Nevada,"  the  DEP  identified 
two  primary  concerns: 

“The  first  concern  is  from  inhalable  particulate  below  PM10  which  may  occur  from  the 
decomposition  and  resuspension  of  fiber  particulate  by  mechanical  means.  The  Division's 
second  concern  deals  with  the  physical  deposition  of  what  could  be  considered  solid  waste 
on  public  and  private  lands  in  the  Slate  of  Nevada.  There  is  very  little  information  on  the 
amounts  of  chaff  currently  deposited  and  how  these  fibers  decompose  in  the 
environment." 

The  report  concluded,  "...  the  Division  does  not  feel  that  adequate  studies  have  been  done 
to  assure  that  there  are  no  environmental  risks  posed  by  the  fibers."  In  the  opinion  of 
RAMA,  this  should  be  the  jumping-off  point  for  the  DEIS,  instead  of  the  reversed  position 
that  chaff  poses  no  known  risk  to  human  health. 


*  As  described  in  the  Special  Nevada  Report,  NAS  Fallon  has  proposed  three  new  MOAs. 
The  10,000  square  mile  expansion  anticipated  by  this  proposal  would  double  the  sue  of  the 
Navy's  current  airspace  designations. 

*  NAS  Fallon  has  also  proposed  a  123,000  acre  withdrawal  of  public  lands,  known  as  the 
Master  Land  Withdrawal. 

*  Cannon  Air  Force  Base  in  New  Mexico  has  requested  "Proposed  Structure  Changes  and 
Related  Actions." 

In  addition,  recently-approved  proposals  affecting  military  land-  and  airspace  uses  include: 
’  The  99th  Electronic  Combat  Range  at  the  UTTR;  *  Roving  Sands  in  New  Mexico; 

"  The  Theatre  Missile  Defense  Project  in  New  Mexico; 

"  The  expansion  of  military  activities  at  the  White  Sands  Missile  Range; 

*  The  deployment  of  German  Air  Force  Tornadoes  at  Holloman  Air  Force  Base  in  New 
Mexico;  and 

"  Linkage  of  the  electronic  warfare  systems  of  Fallon  NAS  and  Nellis  AFB. 

In  February  1993,  then-Chairman  of  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff  General  Colin  Powell 
acknowledged  that,  "An  integrated  test  and  evaluation  range  structure  linking  existing 
ranges  across  six  western  states  and  supersonic  areas  off  the  California  coast  would  provide 
a  land,  airspace  {and]  sea  area  to  accommodate  a  large  portion  of  our  joint  training,  test  and 
evaluation  needs  well  into  the  next  century."  Current  expansion  plans  in  the  West,  while 
conducted  on  a  piecemeal  basis,  dearly  demonstrate  the  DOD's  effort  to  implement  this 
consolidation.  As  such,  the  DOD's  failure  to  prepare  a  Programmatic  EIS  which  assesses 
overall  needs  for  training  and  cumulative  impacts  of  the  training  range  expansions  in  the 
west  violates  the  spirit  and  letter  of  NEPA. 

Specific  Comments 

*  On  page  1-41,  the  DEIS  notes  that  flight  restrictions  assodated  with  the  Duck  Valley 
Reservation  affect  the  utility  of  the  eastern  portion  of  the  Paradise  MOA,  and  that  the 
airspace  can  be  effectively  used  only  for  transit  from  one  MOA  to  another.  RAMA  opposes 
any  expansion  of  the  Paradise  MOA.  Such  expansion  would  increase  the  negative  impacts 
associated  with  military  airspace  use,  induding  chaff  and  flares  on  top  of  the  900  annual 
sorties  on  VR-1300/1303,  VR-1304/1305,  IR-303  and  1R-302/305. 

Chaff  and  Flares 

Chaff  is  an  airborne  radar-detection  countermeasure  consisting  of  extremely  fine  fibers  of 
aluminum  coated  fiberglass.  A  typical  burst  chaff  bundle  contains  approximate!)'  2.1 
million  fiberglass  strands  which  are  the  size  of  human  hairs.  After  its  dispersal  during 
military  training  exercises,  it  turns  into  a  waste  material  that  falls  to  the  ground. 

It  is  also  omnipresent  in  some  parts  of  the  West.  As  a  1994  survey  by  Nellis  AFB  reported, 
"Over  10  trillion  of  these  fibers  have  been  dropped  on  Nevada  alone  over  the  last  20 
years."  Presently,  rural  residents  and  BLM  offidals  are  finding  dumps  of  chaff  on  public 
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Indeed,  the  DEIS  would  do  well  to  follow  the  lead  of  the  Desert  Eglin  South  Chaff  Survey 
conducted  by  Nellis  AFB  in  March  1994.  Among  the  survey's  findings:  "More  research  is 
needed,  espedally  concerning  the  behavior  of  chaff  in  anaerobic  or  acidic  conditions  found 
in  wetlands". 

This  last  category  of  environmental  damage  relates  to  the  level  of  litter  which  is 
currently  accumulating  in  some  areas  of  the  MOA  from  the  use  of  chaff  and  flare 
‘debris.  In  most  cases  the  litter  from  aircraft  operations  probably  is  not  more 
deleterious  to  the  environment  than  common  roadside  litter  such  as  bottles  and 
cans  found  in  the  area.  In  the  case  of  WSA’s,  however,  a  case  can  be  made  that 
Utter,  fire  scars,  and  debris  detract  from  the  naturalness,  and  infer  human 
presence  which  is  spedfically  identified  in  the  Wilderness  Act  as  negative 
impacts  for  wilderness  areas. 

"Litter  from  chaff  and  flares,  and  other  debris  from  Air  Force  aircraft  operations 
has  the  potential  to  impact  naturalness.  So  do  fire  scars  started  by  flares.  Jet 
overflights  have  the  potential  to  impact  solitude  and  incur  human  presence. 

"Potential  environmental  issues  involve  injury'  from  falUng  debris,  impacts  to 
air  quality,  effects  on  soil  and  water,  and  effects  on  biological  resources.  Ingestion 
or  inhalation  of  chaff  by  wildlife  or  livestock,  physical  effects  on  the  skin  or  feet 
(i.e.  birds  using  chaff  as  a  nesting  material,  or  chaff  becoming  embedded  in  the 
paws  of  animals),  indirect  effects  on  vegetation  due  to  changes  in  soil  chemistry, 
and  indirect  effects  of  changes  in  water  chemistry  on  aquatic  life  are  also 
potential  environmental  issues  related  to  chaff. 

"Some  small  bundles  of  chaff  were  found  as  well  as  three  large  clumps  of  chaff 
fibers." 

While  the  long-term  effects  of  chaff  may  be  unknown,  some  of  the  immediate  physical 
impacts  are.  In  1992,  the  Army  found:  "Glass  and  carbo  fibers  and,  Ukely  iron  fibers 
deposited  on  soils  are  susceptible  to  wind  resuspension  until  immobilization  occurs. 
However,  even  those  fibers  immobilized  on  soil  surfaces  can  be  resuspended  by  physical 
forces  such  as  foot  and/or  vehicular  traffic.  Thus,  there  is  a  persistent  risk  of  fiber 
inhalation  and  mitigation  efforts  will  likely  be  required  for  areas  containing  high  fiber 
concentrations." 

RAMA  urges  the  DEIS  for  the  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho  to  consider  all  of  these  reports 
before  categorically  discounting  any  impact  of  chaff  on  human  health.  Beyond  that,  we 
oppose  the  current  and  proposed  use  of  chaff  until  sufficient  independent  analysis  of  the 
potential  impacts  has  been  completed.  Given  the  amount  of  time  that  the  problems  with 
chaff  have  been  known,  residents  of  the  rural  west  will  no  longer  accept  a  lack  of 
documentation  as  a  claim  of  "no  impact."  On  page  4-72  the  DEIS  for  the  Proposed 
Expansion  of  German  Air  Force  Operations  at  Holloman  AFB,  NM,  USAF,  June  1997 
states,  "No  studies  on  chaff  consumption  by  wildlife  have  been  conducted  (U.S.  Air  Force, 
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1997).  Hypothesized  effects  of  chaff  on  wildlife  have  included  disruption  of  feeding, 
behavior  of  digestion,  toxicity,  and  inflammatory  response  in  the  respirator}’  system, 
potentially  resulting  in  silicosis*. 


Another  important  point  is  that  the  military  is  dropping  chaff  on  private  property' 

LU- 1 6  ,hrou8hout  the  West  without  permission  of  the  landowners  below.  Regardless  of 
{Jm  0  environmental  or  health  impacts,  this  may  be  a  violation  of  private  property  rights,  since 
it  constitutes  disposal  of  a  solid  waste. 

But  chaff  represents  more  than  garbage  on  the  terrain.  The  DEIS  for  the  Proposed 
Expansion  of  German  Air  Force  Operations  at  Holloman  AFB,  NM,  USAF,  June  1997  (page 
2-40)  notes  that  "[pyrotechnic]  chaff  is  considered  to  be  a  munition  because  it  uses  an 
explosive  charge  to  disperse  the  chaff  upon  release"  The  DEIS  for  Enhanced  Training  in 
Idaho  makes  a  similar  finding:  "The  chaff  is  ejected  from  the  plastic  cartridge  using  a  small 
pyrotechnic  device  that  remains  on  the  aircraft".  If  chaff  is  considered  a  munition  in  New 
Mexico  isn't  it  also  a  munition  in  Idaho  and  Nevada? 


ores  in  the  presence  of  coke  as  a  reducing  agent.  Titanium  tetrachloride  is  a  colorless  to 
light-yellow  liquid  with  a  pungent  odor.  Titanium  tetrachloride  is  very  susceptible  to 
hydrolysis,  and  the  liquid  fumes  strongly  when  exposed  to  moist  air.  The  fumes  are  dense 
and  persistent  and  consist  of  hydrochloric  add,  finely  divided  particles  of  titanium 
oxychloride  and  hydrated  oxides  of  titanium."  In  its  description  of  health  hazards,  the 
company  said:  Titanium  tetrachloride  is  a  powerful  desiccant  and  contact  with  the  liquid 
product  will  cause  burns  from  both  chemical  and  thermal  effects.  The  vapor  Is  also 
hazardous  and  is  extremely  irritating  to  the  skin,  eyes,  nose  and  throat.  Overexposure  to 
the  vapor  may  cause  bums  to  the  eyes  and  lungs." 

Based  upon  this  description  and  effects  of  titanium  tetrachloride,  and  the  precautions 
which  OSHA  and  other  federal,  state  and  health  organizations  recommend  when  working 
with  the  substance  (see  attached  fact  sheets  and  documents),  RAMA  believes  the  military 
must  investigate  this  issue  much  more  thoroughly. 

Specifically,  we  call  upon  the  military  to  answer  the  questions  we  posed  during  the  scoping 
of  the  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho. 


The  BLM  has  authorized  the  use  of  chaff  in  Idaho  and  Nevada  over  public  lands  associated 
with  operations  at  Mountain  Home  AFB.  In  the  opinion  of  RAMA,  this  raises  serious 
questions.  We  believe  the  BLM  has  a  mandate  to  protect  public  safety  on  lands  it 
administers.  But  how  can  the  BLM  assure  public  safety  on  these  lands  where  it  allows  the 
fuse  of  chaff  and  flares?  How  will  the  agency  alert  the  public  that  the  lands  are  being  used  as 
SF-17 1  part  of  a  training  range?  What  are  the  liabilities  for  the  BLM  in  the  event  of  an  accident 
[involving  chaff? 

We  would  raise  the  same  questions  for  publidy-aceessible  lands  administered  by  the 
Department  of  the  Interior  (DOI).  Since  there  is  inconclusive  evidence  on  the  potential 
environmental  impacts  of  chaff  -  including  its  effects  on  human  health  -  RAMA  believes 
the  DOI  and  BLM  should  adopt  a  policy  that  the  use  of  chaff  be  limited  to  lands  which 
have  been  formally  withdrawn  for  military  uses. 


HZ-2 

HZ-3 


HZ-2 


Titanium  Tetrachloride 

Some  of  the  activities  proposed  within  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho  *  including  the 
potential  use  of  Cold  Spot  cartridges  -  will  result  in  the  release  of  titanium  tetrachloride. 
RAMA  believes  the  DEIS  does  not  fully  describe  the  possible  release,  the  potential  for  off- 
range  contamination,  or  the  environmental  consequences  of  the  use  of  titanium 
tetrachloride.  Including  but  limited  to,  potential  ground,  air  and  water  contamination, 
jmpacts  to  human  health  and  impacts  to  wildlife. 

Instead,  the  document's  discussion  of  the  environmental  impacts  on  page  2-70  found  that 
titanium  tetrachloride  "quickly  becomes  inert  and  dissipates  *  This  is  inadequate. 


HZ-3 


HZ-4 


According  to  E.I.  duPont  deNemours  &  Co.,  the  manufacturer  of  titanium  tetrachloride: 
‘Titanium  tetrachloride  (Ti04)  is  manufactured  by  the  chlorination  of  titanium-bearing 
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t*Will  Cold  Spot  cartridges  be  used?  If  so,  describe  in  full  the  environmental  consequences 
of  the  use  gunpowder  and  titanium  tetrachloride,  including  but  not  limited  to,  potential 
Ground,  air  and  water  contamination,  impacts  to  human  health  and  impacts  to -wildlife.  * 
“Describe  in  full  the  highly  corrosive  nature  of  titanium  tetrachloride  and  its  ability  to 
liberate  heat  and  hydrochloric  acid  upon  contact  with  moisture. 

*  Describe  in  full  the  possible  injury  to  skin  and  mucous  membranes  to  human  and 
animal  and  the  possibility  to  threaten  life  or  to  cause  permanent  physical  impairment  or 
disfigurement.  *  Can  titanium  tetrachloride  be  absorbed  into  the  body  by  inhalation, 
ingestion  and/or  through  the  skin? 

*  What  exposure  levels  would  threaten  human  and  wildlife  health?  Would  it  lake 
seconds,  minutes  or  hours? 

*  Describe  in  full  the  operational  details  associated  with  the  use  of  the  Cold  Spot  cartridges. 
Can  the  Cold  Spot  cartridge  ignite  vegetation?  How  far  will  the  smoke  cloud  disperse?  Is 
there  any  potential  for  the  smoke  cloud  to  disperse  off  range?  What  is  the  chemical  make¬ 
up  of  the  clouds?  Will  there  be  a  requirement  for  Cold  Spot  use  during  the  fire  season? 
"'"What  is  the  chemical  make-up  of  all  inert  and  live  ordnance  which  could  be  potentially 
used  in  the  proposed  training  scenarios?  *  What  are  the  plans  for  range  decontamination 
and  monitoring  of  all  environmental  consequences  of  all  proposed  activities?" 


Since  filing  these  questions,  we  have  learned  of  titanium  tetrachloride's  connection  with 
.vanadium,  and  would  like  to  submit  these  additional  concerns  for  full  study:  "Does  the 
chemical  makeup  of  titanium  tetrachloride  include  Vanadium?  If  so,  what  are  what  are 
the  potential  health  and  environmental  risks?" 

These  questions  are  not  academic  exercises,  nor  should  they  be  treated  as  such.  We  believe 
there  is  the  possibility  of  significant  off-range  contamination  in  the  event  that  ordnance  is 
used  which  releases  titanium  tetrachloride.  In  response  to  RAMA's  investigation  into  the 
use  of  titanium  tetrachloride  at  the  17,280  acre  Bravo  16  Range  located  at  NAS  Fallon, 
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Nevada  DEP  Administrator  Lew  Dodgion  noted  the  potential  dispersal  of  titanium 
tetrachloride  off-range:  "If  the  ordnance  tanded  near  a  range  boundary,  then  the  potential 
would  exist."  RAMA  points  out  that  this  range  is  currently  5,230  acres  -  or  30%  -  larger 
than  that  being  proposed  in  Idaho.  The  potential  for  off-range  contamination  in  Idaho  is 
that  much  greater. 

Electronic  Warfare 


4.  Is  the  projected  intensity  of  threat  emitter  attack  and  low  level  avoidance  maneuver 
DP-58  greater  in  the  Jarbidge  MOA  where  the  emitters  are  located  or  in  the  other  MOAs  without 

threat  emitters? 

5.  Is  the  projected  increase  in  low  level  overflights  in  the  Jarbidge  MOA  (Table  4.2-3)  in  any 
DP-59  way  related  to  low  level  terrain  masking  maneuvers  flown  in  conjunction  with  the  threat 

emitters? 


Electronic  warfare  (EW)  and  other  military  installations  are  responsible  for  both  direct  and 
indirect  impact*  on  the  human  and  natural  environments.  Nevadans  have  first  had 
knowledge  of  the  proliferation  of  Electronic  threat  emitters  in  central  Nevada  and 
throughout  the  west.  Including  the  proposed  withdrawal  of  95,000  acres  of  public  lands 
associated  with  EW  sites.  RAMA  believes  the  cumulative  impacts  of  these  activities  are 
frequently  overlooked  resulting  in  significant  cumulative  impacts  thus  affecting  sound 
land  management  practices  and  public’s  use  and  enjoyment  of  our  public  lands.  The 
cumulative  and  often  incremental  impacts  associated  with  these  activities  should  be 
analyzed  taking  Into  account  possible  range  build  out  scenarios  including  any  associated 
visual  cueing  devices,  such  as  mock  scud  missiles  as  well  as  any  associated  air  and  ground 
maneuvers.  Permanent  threat  emitters  should  be  permitted  only  through  withdrawal. 

RAMA  believes  that  current  and  new  threat  emitters  on  public  lands  are  incompatible 
with  the  health,  safety  and  quality  of  life  of  rural  residents  and  the  public's  use  and 
enjoyment  of  our  public  lands.  Likewise,  we  understand  it  is  BLM's  responsibility  to 
protect  human  health  and  the  environment  on  all  public  lands.  Therefore,  as 
recommended,  it  is  crucial  no  harmful  levels  of  electromagnetic  radiation  from  electronic 
warfare  or  communication  facilities  be  permitted  on  open  public  lands. 

The  BLM  must  consider  prior  to  approval  of  any  treat  emitters  on  public  lands  the 
associated  infrastructure  including  power  lines  and  fiber  optic  cables.  The  BLM  must  also 
lake  into  considerations  that  threat  emitters  are  often  accompanied  by  a  daily  military 
personnel  presence  with  in  and  out  traffic  by  personnel  and  DOD  contractors,  including 
security  patrols. 

The  FEIS  should  address  the  following  concern: 

1.  Do  aircraft  ever  go  directly  over  or  within  one  to  five  miles  of  the  threat  emitters’  What 
percentage? 
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6.  After  the  proposed  action  is  implemented,  what  would  be  the  increase  in  the  number  of 
sorties  that  would  include  flight  under  5,000  ft  AFL  in  the  Jarbidge  MOA  (where  the  threat 
emitters  would  be  located)? 


7.  Outside  the  existing  restricted  airspace  (3202  A,  B,  and  C),  would  there  be  any  increase  in 
flight  under  5000  ft.  agl.  in  the  Jarbidge  MOA  (where  the  threat  emitters  would  be  located)? 


8.  Would  air  interdiction  strike  training  missions  involve  any  low  level  maneuvers  across 
any  threat  emitter  areas  (0-20  mile  radius  of  an  emitter)?  What  percentage? 

DP-57  9.  Would  any  fighter  air  to  ground  maneuvers  involve  fighter  sweep  and  escort  activity  at 
medium  to  high  altitudes  across  threat  emitter  areas  (0*20  miles  of  an  emitter)?  What 
percentage? 

10.  How  many  sorties  per  year  would  involve  horizontal  and  vertical  maneuver  below 
DP-60  5/000  ft.  agl  to  avoid  or  defeat  defensive  threat  from  threat  emitters  (pg.  1-25)? 
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11.  Would  any  missions  involve  any  jamming  and  electronic  support  measures  that  use 
low  level  subsonic  to  high  level  supersonic  flights  to  search  for,  intercept,  identify  and 
locate  electronic  threat  emission?  Would  any  of  these  flights  be  within  the  general  vicinity 
of  the  threat  emitters  (0-20  mile  radius  of  an  emitter)?  How  many  sorties  per  year? 
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12.  Would  any  startle  affets  to  persons  on  the  ground  occur  as  a  result  of  low  level  vertical 
and  horizontal  maneuvering  to  avoid  or  defeat  defensive  threats  from  threat  emitters?  If 
one  person  would  be  affected  by  each  aircraft  involved  in  a  sortie  that  includes  this  type  of 
flight,  how  many  would  be  aifected  in  the  first  year  after  the  threat  emitters  are  fully 
installed? 
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2.  Are  there  ever  missions  that  suppress  air  defenses  by  including  simulated  direct  or 
stand-off  attacks  on  threat  emitters?  What  percentage? 


3.  Do  aircraft  ever  use  low  level  terrain  masking  maneuvers  in  the  vicinity  of  threat 
emitters?  Are  any  of  these  within  5  miles?  What  percent?  Are  any  within  20  miles?  What 
percent? 


The  military  is  increasingly  turning  rural  America  into  a  range  for  laser  weapons  research 
and  testing,  endangering  residents  of  towns  near  the  ranges,  as  well  as  motorists  on  roads 
•round  them.  Military  laser  hazards  derive  from  three  factors:  their  high-powered  output, 
(heir  exemption  from  normal  safety’  regulations  and  the  lack  of  non-military  controls  on 
their  use  in  training  exercises  in  the  rural  U.S. 
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Despite  the  growing  body  of  knowledge  about  the  dangers  which  lasers  represent,  DOD 
laser  components  that  are  designed  for  actual  combat  or  combat  training  operations  or  are 
classified  in  the  interest  of  national  security  are  exempt  from  radiation  safety  and 
performance  standards  for  laser  products  (21  CFR  1040.11).  The  exemption  has  been  in 
effect  since  June  1986,  when  the  Food  and  Drug  Administration  (FDA)  granted  a  Pentagon 
request  for  the  exclusion.  As  FDA  Acting  Commissioner  Sherwin  Gardner  wrote  in  his 
letter  of  approval:  "It  is  my  understanding  that  this  exemption  is  necessary  because  laser 
products  that  are  used  by  the  military  ...  require  capabilities  which  do  not  lend  themselves 
to  full  compliance  with  all  provisions  of  the  laser  standard  promulgated  under  the  [Food 
and  Drug]  Act.  Your  request  for  exemption  acknowledges  that  in  most  instances  the 
specified  defense  mission  for  which  the  products  are  intended  could  not  be  fulfilled  if  total 
compliance  with  the  standard  were  required." 

Nevertheless,  laser  operations  cause  injuries  to  eyes  and  skin  -  more  fully  described  below 
*  which  the  military  has  acknowledged  and  taken  efforts  to  mitigate.  A  year  after  the 
military  received  the  FDA  exemption.  The  Washington  Times  reported  on  November  19, 
1987,  that  military  officials  would  issue  100,000  protective  eye  goggles  able  to  handle  "small 
mass,  low  velocity  fragments"  and  lasers  to  the  troops  most  likely  to  settle  into  battle  or 
global  emergencies. 

There  are  significant  and  documented  adverse  effects  to  exposure  to  lasers.  Thermal  burns 
to  the  retina  are  the  greatest  hazard  to  the  eye  with  little  recovery  possible.  Symptoms  of 
corneal  damage  to  the  eye  by  an  ultraviolet  laser  are  red,  watering  eyes  and  acute  pain. 
Since  infrared  and  ultraviolet  lasers  cannot  be  seen  by  the  naked  eye,  victims  of  corneal  eye 
damage  from  lasers  may  not  be  aware  of  the  contact  with,  and  injury  by,  lasers  for  several 
hours. 

The  risks  of  direct  and  indirect  viewing  of  laser  training  activities  are  clearly  described  in 
the  U.S.  Department  of  the  Navy  document  A-6E  Laser  Safety  Program  and  Operating 
Procedures  (CMAW-1  INST  3759.4A).  All  bombing  ranges  at  the  NAS  Fallon  are  presently 
certified  for  A-6E  TRAM  laser  operation.  In  describing  the  safety  hazards  of  A-6E  Tram 
laser  use,  the  report  stated:  The  intensity  within  the  beam  of  the  laser  exceeds  that  of  the 
sun,  nuclear  weapons,  burning  magnesium  or  arc  lights.  Though  the  laser  beam  is 
invisible,  the  eye  is  able  to  focus  this  energy  onto  the  retina  with  possibly  severe  and 
damaging  effects  varying  from  spot  blindness,  if  the  direct  beam  is  viewed  from  a  long 
distance,  to  complete  and  total  loss  of  sight,  if  the  direct  beam  is  viewed  from  a  distance 
very  close  to  the  aircraft.  This  hazard  exists  within  the  laser  beam,  along  the  aircraft’s  flight 
path,  out  to  a  range  of  6.0  nautical  miles  from  the  lasing  aircraft.  The  distance  is  increased 
when  binoculars,  spotting  scopes  or  any  other  magnification  device  (including  telescopic 
cameras)  are  used." 

Specular  reflections  --  mirror-like  reflections  of  laser  energy  from  very  smooth,  flat  highly 
polished  surfaces  such  as  mirrors,  windows,  polished  metal  and  calm  standing  water  *• 
should  be  treated  as  if  they  were  the  direct  laser  beam,  according  to  the  Navy  document. 
Even  the  reflections  from  curved  specular  surfaces  such  as  glass  bottles  or  car  bumpers  can 
cause  damage,  even  though  their  range  of  danger  is  much  smaller.  Indeed,  one  of  the  most 
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Are  there  mandated  flight  patterns?  What  is  the  location  of  laser  target  areas?  Are  there 
laser  systems  used  in  nontraditional  modes,  R&D  applications,  and/or  prototype 
systems?Will  a  map  of  these  potential  laser  hazard  zones  be  provided?  If  so,  what 
classification  of  tasers  will  be  used?  Will  the  Nominal  Ocular  Hazard  Distances  be 
enforced?  Will  a  health  monitoring  program  be  established  on  health  impacts  from 
lasers?  What  are  the  potential  risks  to  residents?  What  actions  will  be  taken  to  remove 
items  which  may  pose  a  specular  reflection  hazard  in  the  paths  of  lasing  aircraft  and 
surrounding  areas  within  the  Nominal  Ocular  Hazard  Distances  under  conditions  of  the 
proposed  actions?  What  are  the  Optical  Densities  (OD)?  What  are  the  potential  burning 
hazards  to  humans,  domestic  animals,  wildlife  and  lands  associated  with  laser  use?  Will 
systems  receive  laser  energy  reflected  from  targets  designated  by  either  airborne  or  ground 
based  lasers’If  so,  present  a  discussion  of  the  system  and  associated  impacts  of  ground  laser 
systems,  etc  What  are  increased  laser  hazards  during  "buddy  lasing"?  What  are  the 
targeting  and  navigational  operations  that  may  involve  laser  enhanced  weapons  systems? 
What  ire  the  features  and  operating  restrictions  associated  with  the  safe  usage  of  such 
systems?  What  is  the  potential  for  inadvertent  use  of  these  systems?  What  are  the  laser 
footprints  associated  with  the  proposals  to  conduct  weapons  delivery?  What  are  the  laser 
footprints  on  the  ground?  Will  these  laser  footprints  extend  out  of  the  current  lands, 
withdrawn?  What  actions  will  be  taken  to  protect  people  from  exploring  and  observing 
training  activities  within  the  Nominal  Ocular  Hazard  Distances?  Will  these  nominal 
Ocular  Hazards  Zones  be  posted?  What  are  the  impacts  to  wildlife  and  domestic  animals  of 
all  conceivable  laser  operations?  What  are  the  impacts  of  a  lasers  aimed  above  the 
horizon? 

Conclusion 
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serious  eye  injuries  incurred  from  laser  radiation  in  the  Navy  occurred  from  a  specular 
reflection  from  a  glass  bottle.  One  can  easily  imagine  the  likelihood  of  similar  injuries 
from  unintentional  exposure. 

Another  Navy  document,  NAVMEDCOMINST  6470.2,  describes  the  biological  effects  of 
laser  radiation  on  the  skin,  which  range  from  a  mild  reddening  to  blisters  and  charring. 
Depigmentation,  ulceration  and  scarring  of  the  skin  and  damage  to  underlying  organs  may 
occur  from  extremely  high  powered  laser  radiation.  The  Navy  is  cognizant  of  the  physical 
hazards  associated  with  accidental  exposure  to  laser  radiation.  As  Manual  SPAWARINST 
5100.12A  states:  "All  personnel  in  areas  using  Class  3b...  or  class  4  lasers  shall  be  informed 
by  formal  classroom  training  about  the  potential  hazard  associated  with  accidental 
exposure  to  this  form  of  radiation.  In  particular,  the  extraordinary  danger  of  eye  damage 
due  to  absorption  by  the  organ  shall  be  emphasized.  Class  3b  and  class  4  lasers  may  also 
cause  skin  damage  or  damage  to  material  by  fire  or  explosion  due  to  rapid  heating  from  a 
focused  beam." 

Despite  DOD  documentation  of  laser  hazards,  unsafe  training  operations  continue  under 
the  protection  of  the  FDA  exemption.  But  continued  unregulated  laser  operations  at  laser 
ranges  throughout  the  nation  pose  an  unacceptable  risk  for  rural  residents  and  visitors. 
Clearly,  control  over  training  activities  should  be  passed  to  a  non-biased  agency  of  the 
people.  DOD  should  move  to  bring  its  ranges  into  compliance  with  FDA  regulations  and 
limit  its  training  activities  to  ranges  at  which  acceptable  safety  margins  may  be  possible. 
These  training  activities  should  not  continue  at  ranges  that  cannot  meet  the  proper  safety 
margins. 

The  DEIS  provides  inadequate  information  on  the  environmental  consequences  of  laser 
use  on  the  proposed  range.  There  is  even  conflicting  information  on  whether  Enhanced 
Training  in  Idaho  will  include  laser  activities.  On  page  2-74,  the  DEIS  first  states  that  "User 
guided  training  ordnance  would  not  be  used  on  the  training  range  for  ETI,"  but  then 
continues  that  control  measures  would  be  necessary  for  "any  target  area  selected  prior  to 
the  use  of  lasers  on  the  training  range."  (Another  conflict  is  that  Section  2.3.7  refers  to 
section  4.3.  Section  4.3  has  no  section  on  lasers.) 

RAMA  finds  it  hard  to  believe  that  the  Air  Force  would  develop  a  new  tactical  bombing 
range  and  exclude  laser  targeting  from  their  training  activities. 

As  with  our  questions  on  titanium  tetrachloride,  the  DEIS  ignored  our  scoping  questions 
on  laser  use  for  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho.  This  clearly  demonstrates  an  attempt  to 
discount  potentially  significant  impacts  of  laser  use.  Given  that  even  the  military 
recognizes  the  existence  of  these  impacts,  the  document's  failure  to  discuss  them  is 
unacceptable. 

RAMA’s  scoping  comments  asked  the  following  questions: 

rWhal  type  of  lasers  are  used?What  are  the  laser  surface  hazard  zones  for  aerial  lasers? 

What  are  surface  laser  hazard  zones  for  ground  lasers?  What  are  the  laser  flight  profiles? 
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Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  this  crucial  issue. 


Sincerely, 


Grace  Bukowski 


DP-4 


In  light  of  the  significant  resources  already  controlled  by  the  Air  Force,  RAMA  supports 
the  "no  action"  alternative  on  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho.  Clearly  the  Air  Force’s 
^attempts  to  establish  an  electronic  battlefield  in  southern  Idaho  and  Nevada  cannot  not  be 
supported  by  any  national  needs  assessment.  Furthermore,  the  Air  Force  is  clearly 
attempting  to  fragment  and  thereby  minimalize  what  should  be  a  single  study  of  the 
connected  and  cumulative  impact  of  their  activities.  Until  an  EIS  addresses  both  the 
decision  to  place  the  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  AFB  and  the  proposed  tactical 
and  electronic  warfare  range,  RAMA  believes  the  Air  Force  is  in  violation  of  the  ruling  by 
Federal  Magistrate  Mikel  Williams. 


The  U.S.  District  Court  has  ordered  the  military  to  redo  the  "Air  Force  in  Idaho"  EIS.  In 
response,  the  Air  Force  has  not  only  failed  to  obey  the  order,  but  has  submitted  this 
proposal  in  an  effort  to  fragment  the  issue. 


A  federal  judge  has  declared  the  "Air  Force  in  Idaho"  EIS  illegal.  Therefore,  all  activities 
covered  by  the  EIS  should  be  immediately  and  indefinitely  suspended.  That  should  cover 
activities  anticipated  by  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho  as  well,  to  preclude  the  piecemeal 
approach  which  this  DEIS  represents.  Any  other  outcome  violates  the  spirit  and  intent  of 
Sections  1502.4,  1508.20.  1508.25  and  1503.28  of  NEPA  to  evaluate  connected  and 
cumulative  actions. 
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June  19, 1997 
Robert  McEnaney 
8178  Storing 
Boise,  O  83701 


United  States  Air  Foree/Bureau  of  Land  Management 
PO  Box  329 
Boise.  ID  83701 


GE-2  Dear  Air  Force/BLM: 

First  of  all  if  attention  to  detail  means  anything  and  it  should  in  any  EIS,  the  zip  code 
Nsted  for  commentators  to  send  their  comments  apparentty  appears  to  be  invalid.  It 
states  that  commentators  should  send  their  comments  to  83702.  I  believe  it  is 
actually  83701.  Even  though  the  dEIS  is  as  big  as  ft  is,  this  mistake  on  the  first  page 
should  have  been  caught. 


The  Air  Force  Is  using  outdated  and  Inherently  flawed  methods  In  the  dEIS  to 
measure  the  noise  impacts  that  Air  Force  operations  will  have.  Their  methods  are 
not  legally  defensible. 


NO-li 


This  is  not  my  opinion,  but  the  opinion  of  those  who  wrote  this  dEIS.  In  two 
recent  Air  Force  documents,  the  USAF  $5/97  Environmental  Safety  and  Operational 
Health  Strategic  Plan  and  the  October  96  Air  Force  report.  Requirements  Analysis  for 
Noise,  the  Air  Force  identified  a  number  of  areas  where  their  current  noise  models 
were  not  in  compliance  with  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act. 


In  the  USAF  96/97  Environmental  Safety  and  Operational  Health  Strategic 
Plan  the  USAF  property  Identifies  areas  of  need  where  the  USAF  has  been  unable  to 
meet  their  regulatory  obligations.  Included  in  the  USAF  9697  Environmental  Safety 
and  Operational  Health  Strategic  Plan  are  sections  that  identify  that  the  USAF  is  not 
in  compliance  with  the  current  regulations  when  it  comes  to  their  ability  to  analyze  the 
actual  impacts  of  USAF  operations  in  various  situations.  Specifically  addressed  in 
the  report  is  the  recognition  that  the  Air  Force’s  method  in  analyzing  the  actual 
impacts  of  noise  form  USAF  operations  is  lacking  at  best,  and  at  the  worse,  the 
USAF's  methods  for  analyzing  noise  impacts  is  not  in  foil  compliance  with  the  laws 
and  regulations  of  the  United  States. 


The  following  is  a  listing  of  those  areas  that  the  USAF  identified  regarding  the 
lack  of  proper  methods  and  data  to  actually  analyze  the  impacts  of  noise  caused  by 
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USAF  operations  (The  first  part  is  the  actual  category  identified  in  the  report  and  the 
following  is  an  abstract  taken  from  the  identified  area.  The  foil  text  of  the  report  is 
attached  at  the  end  of  these  comments): 

NEED  1410  A  new  method  is  needed  to  gather  defensible  aircraft  operational  data 
for  use  in  determining  noise  levels  for  aircraft  beddowns: 

The  current  system  is  inaccurate  in  that  it  does  not  take  Into  account  all 
aircraft  flying  ..In  fact,  the  accuracy  of  the  data  is  totally  dependent 
upon  human  interpretation  and  therefore,  extremely  vulnerable  to 
human  error. 


NESD  1411  A  quantitative  dosage  response-relationship  for  predicting  the 


Much  of  the  special  use  airspace  utilized  by  the  Air  Force  is  away  from 
populated  areas,  as  a  result  the  outdoor  recreationist  Is  subjected  to 
the  aircraft  overflight  and  noise  exposure.  Today,  no  quantitative 
dosage-response  relationship  has  been  develop^}  for  predicting 
annoyance  in  these  circumstances.  No  usefo!  quantitative  information 
of  any  kind  exists. 


NEED  1412  Methods  are  needed  to  assess  the  annoya_nge_Qf  sporadic  exposure  to 
tonic  booms  and  the  combined  annoyance  of  noise  exposure  of  subsonic  and 
HffiSgafliS  9PergtiQn$ 

The  dosage-response  relationship  on  which  the  Air  Force  currently 
relies  for  predicting  the  annoyance  of  exposure  to  sonic  booms  was 
produced  in  1981.  ..on  the  basis  of  modest  amounts  of  information 
about  repetitive  and  expected  noise  exposures  in  residential 
communities.  The  applicability  of  this  relationship  to  many  settings  of 
practical  interest  to  the  Air  Force  has  never  been  demonstrated 
(These)  issues  must  be  resolved  to  increase  confidence  in  the  Air 
Force’s  method  for  assessing  impacts  of  sporadic  sonic  booms  over 
largely  dispersed  populations. 


Additionally,  the  Air  Force  predicts  the  annoyance  due  to  noise 
exposure  from  subsonic  operations  and  that  due  to  supersonic 
operations  separately.  An  accurate  combined  annoyance  prediction 
for  both  types  of  operations  is  not  currently  available 
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The  Air  Force  also  fails  to  indude  foe  fact  that  in  ESOH  Need  1413,  Model 
Updates  to  the  Assessment  System  for  Aircraft  Noise  (ASAN)  for  Prediction  of  Noise 
Exposure  from  Military  Aircraft  Operations  and  the  Resulting  Impacts  to  Humans. 
Animals,  and  Structures  Is  also  not  mentioned  in  foe  dEIS.  In  reference  to  Need  1413 
foe  Air  Force  cannot  exclude  Information  In  this  EIS  that  demonstrates  that  they  are 
developing  a  model  that  will  analyze  foe  Impacts  of  noise  upon  humans,  structures, 
and  animals.  If  foe  Air  Force  has  a  model  or  is  about  to  release  a  model  that  deals 
with  these  Issues,  why  b  foe  Air  Force  not  using  this  model  in  foe  development  of  this 
EIS?  It  b  possfcle  to  make  the  conjecture  that  fob  model  if  implemented  in  fob  dEIS 
would  result  showing  that  there  will  be  more  than  a  finding  of  No  Significant  Impact 
resulting  from  foe  noise  of  Air  Force  activities. 

It  b  heartening  to  see  that  the  Air  Force  recognizes  that  their  current  methods 
are  seriously  in  error.  It  b  dbtressing  though  that  none  of  these  concerns  are 
represented  in  the  current  dEIS.  The  Air  force  claims  in  this  dEIS  that  they  are  in 
compliance  with  foe  law,  but  their  own  documents  state  that  the  model  they  are  using 
in  fob  dEIS  has  no  ‘applicability.* 

It  b  especially  distressing  to  see  that  these  documents  were  omitted  from  foe 
current  dEIS  due  to  the  fact  that  these  apparent  deficiencies  in  the  USAF’s  noise 
analysis  are  directly  related  to  what  the  USAF’s  proposal  entails  within  this  dEIS. 
The  fact  that  foe  USAF  identifies  that  they  tack  a  proper  model  to  analyze  the 
impacts  of  sub-sonic  and  supersonic  areas  within  a  roral/witdemess  selling,  that  they 
have  no  ability  to  actually  interpret  or  analyze  the  impacts  that  USAF  operations  have 
upon  outdoor  recreation  In  a  wilderness  like  setting  (akin  to  foe  Owyhee's),  foe  fed 
that  model  that  they  are  currently  using  to  analyze  impacts  has  never  been  proved  to 
applicable  to  foe  USAF’s  operations,  and  that  foe  USAF's  method  of  gathering  data  b 
extremely  susceptible  to  human  error  all  lead  up  to  foe  fact  that  these  problems 
should  have  a  direct  bearing  upon  foe  analysis  of  foe  noise  impacts  of  proposed  and 
current  USAF  operations  within  Idaho  represented  within  foe  current  dEIS.  The 
current  dEIS  does  not  represent  these  current  flaws  in  the  USAF's  method  of 
analyzing  noise  impacts.  None  of  foe  aforementioned  documents  are  cited  within  the 
dEIS. 

In  addition  to  foe  USAF  9697  Environmental  Safety  and  Operational  Health 
Strategic  Plan,  the  USAF  look  those  areas  of  non-compliance  addressed  in  the 
USAF  9697  Environmental  Safety  and  Operational  Health  Strategic  Plan  and 
composed  foe  October  1996  document  Requirements  Analysis  for  Noise  (it  b 
submitted  at  the  end  of  these  written  oomments).  The  Requirements  Analysis  for 
Noise  takes  those  things  identified  in  foe  USAF  96/97  Environmental  Safety  and 
Operational  Health  Strategic  Plan  and  attempts  to  analyze  foe  complexity  of  foe 
USAF's  noise  analysis  problem  In  greater  depth.  This  document  was  finished  during 
the  time  of  the  scoping  process,  but  again  it  has  been  suspiciously  omitted  from  the 
current  dEIS.  It  is  especially  curious  to  see  that  these  documents  were  omitted  from 
foe  dEIS  due  to  foe  fact  that  foe  authors  of  Requirements  Analysis  for  Noise  are  also 
USAF  staff  that  are  overseeing  foe  completion  of  this  ETl  EIS  process.  In  fact  the 
very  person  responsible  for  this  EIS-Brenda  Cook,  b  foe  Point  of  Contact  and  one  of 
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the  authors  of  foe  irtemal  documents  that  detail  foe  Air  Force's  current  non- 
compliance  in  foe  area  of  nobe  analysis 

In  foe  Requirements  Analysis  for  Noise  there  are  a  number  of  studies  related 
to  foe  Air  Force's  predicament  and  a  number  of  scientific  dbcussion  cited  within  the 
document.  Not  one  of  those  papers  and  discussions  were  cited  within  foe  current 
dEIS.  It  should  be  expected  from  foe  USAF  that  they  would  attempt  to  include  all  of 
the  relevant  information  (hit  they  have  accumulated  about  the  Impacts  of  noise  within 
foe  current  dEIS.  These  are  studies  within  the  possession  of  the  USAF.  studies  that 
have  been  developed  by  foe  same  people  who  are  overseeing  foe  progress  of  fob 
ETl  proposal.  In  other  words.  K  appears  that  the  USAF  is  actively  concealing 
information  from  foe  public. 

To  make  It  easier  for  everyone  involved.  I  have  included  copies  of  the  USAFs 
two  most  important  documents  for  foe  convenience  of  foe  USAF  so  that  they  can  be 
added  to  foe  anafysb  for  foe  final  EIS: 

•  USAF,  USAF  96*7  Environmental  Safety  and  Operational  Health  Strategic  Plan 

•  USAF,  Requirement!  Analysis  ter  Nolae,  October  1996. 

In  addition,  these  citations  should  also  be  Included  in  foe  analysb  for  foe  final 
EIS: 

AUOEBN  resoorse  1  March  1898  to  HSC/XRE  Ltr  ,  19  Jan.  1898  Subject  Laboratory  Input 
tor  ESOH  Strategic  Plan. 

Contact  Report  of  47296  Janioe  Longstreth,  WPI  to  Bob  Lee.  AL/0E8N  (51 3)  255-3664 

Cook,  B  W,  1893.  "Anaysli  Metoodotogles  tor  Noise  and  Air  Quality,*  Proceedings  1993  Air 

Conte* 

Command  Environmental  Ovality  Symposium,  pp.  74-86. 

C*  Jong.  R.G .  19SC.  Xommunxy  Response  to  Noise  A  Review  of  Recent  Developments* 
Environ,  tort.  16  515-522 

Rdert.  S ..  Peancrs.  K..  19K  ^Deriving  a  Oosage- Response  Relationship  tor  Community 
Response  to  High-Energy  tinpytsJve  Noise.*  Proceedings  High  Speed  Research;  1894  Sonic  Boom 
Worksnop,  NASA  Conference  puO&cation  3279,  Oct,  Oavd  McCurdy  editor 

Fields.  JM,  *An  Updated  Catalog  of  318  Social  Surveys  of  Residents’  Reactions  to 
Environmental  Noise.*  (1543-1M9).  NASA TM-187553. 1991. 

Fortier.  Ronald  prVate  communication.  Chief  of  Real  Property.  Air  Force  Legal  Service 
Agency.  Arlington,  VA.  (703)  696-9166. 

FY93  Urdted  Stales  Air  Force  Environment,  Safety,  and  Occupational  Healh  Technology 
Needs  Survey,  conducted  by  USAF  ESOH  Technical  Planning  integrated  Product  Team,  December 
1995 
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Galloway,  W.J.,  'Assessment  of  Community  Response  to  High  Energy  Incisive  Sounds* 
Report  of  ^forking  Group  W,  Commfcee  on  Hearing.  BioacousSa  and  Btomecftanicj,  National 
Research  Council,  National  Academy  of  Sciences.  Washington.  DC.  1981. 

Gjestfand.  T.,  liasjo,  KH„  and  Granoien,  I.LN.,  1995.  "Community  Response  to  Noise  from 
Short-Term  Military  Aircraft  Exercise.*  J.  Sound  end  Vibration.  182:221-220. 

Green.  D.M.,  RdeH  S..  "Variability  in  the  Criterion  for  Reporting  Annoyance  in  Community 
Noise  Surveys" Journal  of  the  Acoustical  Society  of  America.  VoL  89.  No.  1. 1 991 . 

Gummlich,  H.J.  and  Marohn,  H-O.,  1995,  ‘Aircraft  Noise  Metrics  and  Zones:  International 
Comparisons  and  Conversion.*  Proceedings  CEAS/AIAA  Joint  Aeroacoustics  Corrfererce  291 1-91 7. 

Harrison.  R..  Hartman.  L..  Make!.  W..  1990.  'Annoyance  from  Aetraft  Overflights  in 
Wilderness.*  Noise-Con  90.  Proceedings  10th  National  Conference  on  Noise  Control  Engineering 
Austin,  7X  Oct  1 5-1 7.  pp.  327-332. 

LQja.  G.  and  Larsson,  L-G.,  1994.  'Aviation  and  the  Environment  Needs  for  Research  in 
Sweden."  KFBs  DNR:  92-328-22.  ISBN  91-88370-71-2. 

Shepherd.  K.P..  Brown.  SA.  Leatherwood,  J.O..  McCurdy.  DA.  and  SuKvan,  9.  M..  1995. 
•Human  Response  to  Sonic  Booms  -  Recent  NASA  Research.*  Intemoise  95,  pp.  871-874. 

The  Air  Force  needs  to  include  these  documents  in  the  dEIS  and  they  need  to 
recognize  some  of  the  conclusions  represented  in  these  documents  when 
considering  the  cumulative  impacts  that  are  proposed  for  the  Owyhee  region  due  to 
USAF  operations. 


weapon  can  be  released.  "This  range  is  a  jewel.  The  Ulah  Test  and 
Training  Range  is  a  big  chunk  of  uninhabited  OOD  land.  Here  we  can 
shoot  HARMS,  drop  Paveway  Its,  and  fire  Mavericks  from  a  variety  of 
altitudes.  We  can  also  perform  multiship  attacks." 

Source:  Web  Page  POC: 

Lynda  Peterson,  Det  1,  412  TWTSU,  DSN  7 

BHenntQhiwpoe.hil.af.m8 

The  Air  Force  needs  to  explore  all  the  possible  alternatives  in  the  dEIS,  including  the 
possibility  of  using  ranges  outside  the  state  of  Idaho. 


Due  to  the  complete  inadequacy  of  the  current  dEIS  the  Air  Force  and  the 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  should  implement  the  “No  Action*  alternative  at  this 
time. 


Robert  McEnaney 


PN-1 


One  more  issue  is  the  question  of  need.  It  is  my  belief  that  the  Air  Force  has 
not  shown  a  need  to  expand  current  training  ranges  in  the  state  of  Idaho.  This  is 
mainly  dependant  upon  General  Peck’s  statement  that  Mountain  Home  Air  Force 
_pase  does  not  "need"  the  proposed  expansion  and  due  to  the  fact  that  Mountain 
Home  is  closely  located  to  a  number  of  neighboring  ranges  in  the  states  of  Utah  and 
Nevada.  These  neighboring  ranges  seem  especially  adequate  when  one  considers 
that  the  operations  of  the  Utah  Test  and  Training  Range  are  being  handed  over  to 
ACC  in  the  next  few  months.  One  quote  discovered  on  UTTR‘s  home  page  on  the 
World  Wide  Web  confirms  the  notion  that  the  training  at  UTTR  is  of  the  highest 
caliber  available  in  the  Air  Force: 


"1  would  like  to  come  out  to  the  Utah  Test  and  Training  Range  more 
than  once  a  year,"  says  Lt  Col.  George  Clark,  the  commander  of 
Eglin’s  86th  Fighter  Weapons  Squadron.  The  86th  conducts  Combat 
Hammer,  ultimately  for  Air  Combat  Command.  "Utah’s  biggest 
advantage  is  its  large  shoot  cone."  Clark  says  about  the  airspace  and 
directional  requirements  that  must  be  met  on  the  range  before  a 


The  Following  are  documents  I  wished  to  be  attached  to  my  comments.  The 
first  part  are  sections  of  the  USAF  96/97  Environmental  Safety  and  Operational 
Health  Strategic  Plan  and  the  second  document  is  Requirements  Analysis  for  Noise 
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U.  S.  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.  0.  Box  329 

Boise.  Idaho  33701-0329 

Re:  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho 


GE-1  Gentlemen. 

Even  though  1  am  a  resident  of  Mississippi,  t  am  a  land  owner  in  Idaho  and 
spend  a  considerable  amount  of  time  out  there  each  year.  I  participate  in  several 
activities  including  river  rafting  and  wildlife  conservation. 

It  is  my  opinion  that  the  planned  training  range  in  the  Owyhee  canyon  country  will 
be  detrimental  to  both  wildlife  and  human  activities  in  this  area.  I  have  personally  been 
there  to  observe  low  flying  jet  air  crafts  and  to  hear  the  ’sonic  booms*. 

There  is  no  doubt  that  aircraft  activity  in  this  area  has  been  detrimental  to  the 
California  Bighorn  Sheep  herd  that  lives  in  this  area. 

1  am  opposed  to  any  expansion  of  a  military  training  range  anywhere  in 
southwest  Idaho.  I  would  suggest  that  you  use  the  training  range  in  Utah  and  those 
available  in  Nevada. 


Jeff  Sharpies 
317  Ada  St. 
Boise.  ID  83702 


United  Slates  Air  Force 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
PO  Box  329 
Boise,  ID  83701-0329 


Septembers.  1997 
GE-2  Dear  USAF  and  BLM, 

Please  accept  my  comments  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for 
the  Air  Force’s  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho.  As  a  river  runner,  hiker 
and  mountain  biker,  I  appreciate  the  incredible  recreational  opportunities 
available  throughout  the  Owyhee  Canyonlands.  Every  spring  for  the  past  six 
years  I  have  done  an  extended  river  trip  through  one  of  the  spectacular  desert 
canyons.  To  date  I  have  floated  the  Jarbidge,  Bnjneau,  Owyhee  from  Garat  lo 
Three  Forks.  Deep  Creek  and  the  South  Fork  of  the  Owyhee.  I  hope  to  add  the 
West  Fork  of  the  Bnjneau  and  the  Lower  Owyhee  to  this  list.  In  the  fall  I  also 
enjoy  mountain  biking  around  Reynolds  Creek  and  hiking  alt  across  the  plateau. 
I  have  been  increasingly  alarmed  end  dismayed  by  the  increase  In  Air  Force 
activities  and  disturbances  across  this  area.  I  find  the  current  level  of  activity  to 
be  completely  unacceptable  and  inconsistent  with  the  witdemess  character  of 
this  region.  Therefore,  I  support  Alternative  A.  the  No  Action  Alternative,  as  the 
only  alternative  which  does  not  ruin  one  of  the  most  spectacular  places  in  the 
world! 

Following  Is  a  summary  Df  my  specific  objections  to  the  Air  Force's  proposal: 


Respectfully  submitted, 

Leland  Speakes,  Jr..  MAI 


No  Chaff  •  this  is  litter,  and  the  environmental  end  health  implications  have 
not  been  evaluated. 

No  Fares  -  this  area  is  volatile  and  once  burned  will  be  difficult  to 
rehabilitate;  any  loss  of  native  vegetation  will  impact  everything  from  wildlife 
to  water  quality. 

No  New  Roads  -  roads  Increase  the  potential  for  human  Intrusion  and 
subsequent  disturbances;  they  are  a  source  of  sedimentation  to  the 
drainages;  they  encourage  the  growth  of  noxious  weeds. 

No  Emitters  -  these  are  a  source  of  visual  pollution  across  the  plateau  not  to 
mention  the  noise,  light  and  air  pollution  associated  with  the  generators  and 


lights  of  the  facilities. 
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.  No  Nighttime  Activities  •  there  has  to  be  some  time  that  people  and  wildlife 
have  a  break  from  the  activities. 

•  No  Increase  In  Overflights  *  the  current  level  is  too  much  end  the  DBS  does 
not  provide  adequate  Information  on  the  proposed  changes  In  overflights. 

•  No  Supersonic  Flights  *  sonic  booms  are  deafening,  tonifying,  and 
inappropriate  In  a  wilderness  environment. 

From  a  procedural  standpoint,  I  also  have  found  the  entire  DEIS  process  to  be 
flawed. 

•  The  Air  Force  has  still  not  demonstrated  a  need  for  the  range.  The  entire 
DEIS  process  should  be  delayed  until  the  Air  Force  completes  Its  own 

_  Internal  needs  assessment 

•  The  Air  Force  continues  to  Ignore  NEPA  *  there  Is  no  cumulative  Impacts 
■“  assessment,  no  range  of  alternatives  and  using  the  AFt  ElS  as  the  base  fine 
_  is  ludicrous. 

•  There  Is  no  data  or  real  information  In  the  DEIS  *  It  Is  an  fluff. 

“7  The  DE  IS  falls  to  address  the  findings  of  the  Integrated  Scientific 
_  Assessment  for  Ecosystem  Management  in  the  Interior  Columbia  Basin. 

»  ”  The  DEIS  does  not  apply  to  an  other  branches  of  the  military  that  will  be 

*  __  using  the  range. 

,  p  The  ETI  is  incompatible  with  8LWS  management  objectives  for  the 

*  L_  preservation  of  the  wilderness  character  of  the  canyons. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment.  I  would  appreciate  It  If  you  would 
just  abandon  this  idea  once  and  for  alt.  The  Owyhee  Canyonlands  are  foo 
GREAT  to  bomb! 


TV  utlriH  o/iV 
FtOr<w»m  lt» 


Uotw  ,  wttSif,  m* 

U  5  Air  Force/Bufeau  of  Land  Management 
**?*"""*  T*  ro  Bor  329 

*.~**,*n~  Bo<k,  ID  13701-03  29 
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GE-2  To  Wham  tl  Miy  Concern- 


Endcwd  rc  comment*  of  the  Idaho  Wildlife  Federition  on  the  Enhanced  Training  Range  in  tdaho 
Draff  Environmental  Impart  Statement  We  tout  our  concerns  wtit  provide  information  belpftil  in 
relating  the  proposed  action*  to  the  need*  of  the  land,  wildlife  and  human  rwwnw  of  the  Owyhee 
Canyonland*  - 1  truly  unique  uu  of  Idaho  and.  indeed,  the  world 

Because  the  Idaho  WildSfr  Federation  represent*  •  diver**  MJodirioe  of  conjervitlon.  hunting. 

6 thing,  recreation  and  wildlife  watching  ehibe  and  member*,  we  have  drawn  on  the  diverv 
resource*  of  our  membership  m  preparing  our  comment*  Our  oommerti  reflect,  not  only  the 
concern*  of  our  membership,  but  al*o  the  comment*  and  concerns  of  a  va*»  number  of  citizen*  and 
organization*  In  the  state  of  Idaho 

The  Idaho  Wildlife  Federettort  strongly  recommend*  adoption  of  the  tint  ahenurfre  -  no  action. 
Our  membership  feeJ*  the  natural  resource*  of  the  area  are  loo  umquc  and  valuable  to  risk.  when 
the  outcomes  of  the  other  proposed  actions  remain  uncertain  Any  change  in  military  activity 
from  the  present  wiB  impact  wBdUfe  and  wildlife  habitat.  Our  analyst*  indicate*  that  alternative* 
other  than  “A"  do  not  provide  adequate  asaurance*  that  the  resource*  of  the  area  win  not  be 
■ubsuraiaSy  adversely  affected 

The  Idaho  Wildlife  Federation  concur*  with  the  eomnsenti  of  the  Owyhe*  Cart  yon!  and*  Coalition 
and  the  many  other  conacrvition.  sportsman,  wsIdGft  end  recreation  organization*  who  (hare  our 
concerns  for  the  fbture  of  wildlife  and  wildlife  habitat  in  the  region.  Agreement  among  these 
diverse  organization*  indicate*  the  degree  of  public  concern  surrounding  the  Enhanced  Training  in 
Idaho  Environmental  Imped  Statement 

Wctru«  our  comment*  will  be  of  help  in  preserving  the  unique*****  of  these  wild  and  independent 
lands,  *o  reflective  of  the  G fe,  we  in  Idaho  cherish  to  much. 


_Xuu  BLsggne  V v 

President 

Idaho  Wildlife  Federtfion 
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TO  THE 

ENHANCED  TRAIN  INC  IN  IDAHO 

ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT 

September  3,  1997 

letroduetle* 
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The  Tdaho  Wildlife  Federation  appreciate*  this  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  U.S.  Air  Fore*  Enhanced 

activities  In  turn.  Such  activities  dimmish  hunting  and  fishing  recreational  opportunities  These  conclusions 

Training  in  Idaho  Draff  Environmental  Impact  Statement  The  Idaho  Wildlife  Federation  is  Idaho'*  oldest 

reflect  the  poucion  taken  oo  two  occasion*  by  two  substantially  different  Idaho  Ftdi  and  Game  Commissions 

conservation  organization,  formed  in  193d.  FWF  ha*  nearly  5,000  member*  and  affiliated  dub  member* 

and  numerous  other  organization* 

with  a  tubitantiil  interest  in  the  impact  of  the  Air  Force'*  proposed  action*  on  fish  and  wildlife  habitat*  in 

Southwest  Idaho  and  throughout  the  Hate.  Men  IWF  member*  are  active  anglers,  hunter*,  and  wildlife 

Our  concern  r*  not  only  for  the  welfare  of  the  fi»h  and  wildlife  in  the  are*,  but  the  inevitable  lot*  of  quality 

watcher*  Many  have  etyoyed,  for  generation*.  the  abundant  wildlife,  the  scenic  beauty,  the  natural 

of  outdoor  experiences  for  all  user*  of  the  unique  and  remarkable  country.  To  more  the  airepaca  boundary 

tranquillity  and  the  total  uniquene**  of  Idaho 'i  southwest  ern  high  desert  ecosystem  The  recommendations 

to  the  north  wHI  allow  the  Air  Force  to  put  a  drastic  increa*e  tn  now  in  that  arcs  which  is  nor  acceptable  to 

repressed  in  these  comment*  reflect  not  only  the  conclusions  of  wildlife  professionals,  but  also  the  concern* 

addition,  ground  rar^e  expansion  In  whichever  of  the  three  sites  being  considered  will  hare  not  only  Initial 

of  thousands  of  Idaho  citizen*,  representing  several  generations,  who  cherish  Idaho'*  quality  ofCfe 

land  disturbance  and  habitat  toss,  but  alto  ongoing  man-eausnd  aerivitie*  affecting  wildlife  tn  a  negative  way. 

The  significance  of  the  tdaho  Wildlife  Federation’*  comment*  lie*  in  the  divereity  of  its  membership 

Amid  all  of  the  various  analyses  of  ill  parties  to  tbc  issue  of  expanding  the  training  range,  one  significant  fact 

When  IWF  members  express  agreement  on  an  issue,  those  views  are  mo#  likely  shared  by  a  substantial 

remain*  undiipuied  Any  Increased  military  aedrity  In  the  tree  will  here  a  deleterious  effect  on  uAldllfe 

number  of  Idahoans  Inasmuch  as  the  IWF  membership's  views  are  shared  by  virtually  all  conservation 

and  wiUTift  habitat,  and  concern}  toady,  an  the  quality  of  life  for  all  Idahoans  for  generations  to  come 

organizations  in  Idaho,  these  comment*  support  and  reflect  the  concern*  and  issue*  raised  by  those  group* 

To  argue  degrees  of  potential  impact  on  wildlife  limply  ignores  this  basic  fart. 

Reeea  meeds  tie  at 

The  Idoho  Wildlife  F 'migration  recommends  the  adoption  of  Alternative  A  (So  Action)  which  maintains 

current  practices  In  Owyhee  County  without  Increasing  Military  Operating  Airspace. 

Clearly,  no  one  disputes  the  need  for  national  military  security  and  preparedness  At  the  same  rime,  dfbeni 

and  their  govenrnvent,  have  an  obligation  to  recognize,  preserve  and  protect  thoae  natural  resources  which 

are  unique,  and  w+uch  if  altered  by  inappropriate  interference  of  human  activity,  may  be  inextricably  changed 

This  recommendation  is  based  Ots  evidence  indicating  that  any  implementation  of  the  Other  proposed 

Alternatives  will  cause  lost  tnd/o  r  degradation  of  native  wildlife  habitats  and  associated  wildlife  population* 

through  impacts  of  noise,  threat  emitter*,  and  laser*  on  wildlife  ipecies  and  reft  fed  impact*  of  training 

and  forever  k>« 

This  conclusion  is  actually  supported  by  a  thorough  analyw  of  the  Environmental  Impart  Statement  Our 

•aalysii  reflect*  similar  analyse*  provided  by  the  enrtre  coalition  of  Idaho  and  national  organization*  and 

individual*  concerned  for  the  preservation  of  thi*  unique  desert  environment 
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Analysis  of  EIS 

Assessment  of  impact  an  wildlife  and  habitat 

The  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and  Came  indicate*  that  Wildlife  population*  may  respond  to  lot*  of 
individual  animal*  within  a  generation,  but  lot*  of  critical  living  ipaee  is  permanent  and  irreplaceable. 
Analysis  of  the  impact*  of  expanded  training  mu*t  reflect  the  impact*  of  the  action  on  wildlife  habitat  in  the 
area.  The  EIS  itself  states  that  wfldlife  and  habitat  will  be  affected  anytime  military  activities  occur. 
Detailed  analysts  of  the  EIS  indicate*  the  impact  of  additional  military  activities  win  be  more  than  the 
"minimal"  stated  in  the  document.  The  Idaho  Wildlife  Federation  concurs  with  the  Foundation  for  North 


DP-67 

NO-4 


6.  Page  2-67  -0  Composite  wing  training  30-40  sire  raft  exercise*  will  increase  from  21  to  41  per  year  The 
_DE1S  doe*  not  evaluate  the  effect*  of  such  and  exercise  over  the  one  to  two  hour  period.  It  is  not  correct  to 
average  the  noise  over  24  hour*  and  supersonic  boom*  over  one  year.  It  i*  also  wrong  to  average  the  sorties 
Of  one  year  (260  flying  days). 


DP-32 


j  7.  Page  2-72  -  What  type  of  weapons  deliveries  wfll  be  done  on  the  12.000  acre  bombing  range?  If  5 
|  percent  of  the  bombs  (320)  will  fall  outside  the  300  acre  impact  site  how  will  the  cattle  graze  the  area? 


American  Wild  Sheep  in  identifying  the  following  issues  requiring  resolution: 


DP-62 


tl.  Page  1-21  *  no  drop  targets  -  Thera  I*  no  description  of  simulated  weapon  deliveries,  i.e.  minimum 
altitude,  air  space  and  noise.  Page  1-39  -  The  majority  or  time  expended  over  the  use  of  the  ET1  is  just  the 
return  flight  time  from  the  UTTR. 


DP- 63  Supersonic  Flight  was  not  pan  of  the  defense  closure  and  realignment  eommiisioo  recommendations. 


BI-18 


3.  Page  2-49  -  Emitter  Sites  -  Bl.  AV,  aQ.  BD.  All,  Al.  AF,  AG,  should  not  be  used  in  the  winter  or 
spring  due  to  conflicts  with  sage  grouse.  Also  ND-5,  ND-4.  ND-7  end  Nd-I  are  in  critical  sage  grouse 
habitat  or  next  to  rt  and  should  not  be  constructed  at  all  Doing  any  of  the  above  violates  the  Idaho  sag* 
grouse  recovery  plan 


I.  Page  2-72  -  Title:  Chaff  Flares  -  The  people  at  Duck  Valley  are  being  deceived  Chaff  use  will  increase 
10  to  53  percent  west  of  Duck  Valley  and  with  the  prevailing  winds  the  chaff  will  end  up  on  the  reservation. 


SF-6 


1**6*  2-74  -  Laser  Activity  -  The  1 2.000  ae/e  target  are*  Is  too  small  to  safely  use  the  combat  mode  of 
User  operations  according  to  many  documents  on  the  subject.  It  also  will  not  be  compatible  with  the 
promised  grazing  operations. 


P 

BI-54 


BI-19 


10.  Page  2-71  -  The  ETI  Proposal  violates  the  mitigation  measure  in  the  he  tsble  to  2-3-16  for  wildlife 
^especially  sage  grouse  and  also  for  the  640  acre  no  d/op  site  next  to  the  Bruneau  Canyon. 

[II  Page  2-*0- Table  2-13-16410  -  Expanding  the  MOAjuil  move*  the  disturbance  over  more  critical 
wildlife  habit  (big  horn  sheep)  and  the  Jacks  Creed  Wilderness  study  area. 


D  P-65  Restricted  areas  are  needed  around  no  drop  target*  for  civilian  pilots  identification.  The  no  drop  targets 
at  Grasmere  present  a  flight  safety  hazard  and  concentrate  the  noise  over  a  sensitive  wildlife  area 

[5.  Military  Operations  Area  modifications  -  The  expansion  of  Jacks  Creek  is  not  covered  in  the 
environmental  analysis  No  biological,  recreational  of  of  her  evaluation  hoi  been  done 


BI-55 


002.1V7 


12.  Page  3-12  -  Just  because  no  drop  (ND-I)  and  the  emitter  sites  BK  and  AU  are  already  developed  it  is 
not  an  excuse  for  not  doing  a  biological  survey  of  the  area  around  the  sites  out  to  at  least  one  mile  due  to 
noise  and  human  intrusion  The  area  around  ND-I  is  sage  grouse  habitat  and  it  is  not  •  good  site  for  the  5 
acre  no  drop  site. 


BI-21 


B 1-22 


I  I).  Page  3-122  •  Clover  Butte  is  critical  sage  grouse  habitat  since  almost  10  percent  of  the  area  east  of  the 
I  Bruneau  has  burned  over  the  last  10  years. 

I  14.  Page  3- 1 24.  The  640  acre  no  drop  site  is  a  wintering  area  for  antelope  and  deer,  plus  upland  game 

I  birds.  No  biological  evaluation  was  completed  on  this  she 


BI-18 


13.  Page  3-141  -  33  sage  grouse  at  Clover  Butte  equals  13  to  20  percent  of  the  population  east  of  the 
Bruneau  River  snd  are  critical  to  sage  grouse  recovery  in  that  area.  The  no  drop  target  »nd  the  emitter  site 
near  Clover  Butte  violate  the  Idaho  sage  grouse  recovered  plan  Alto  ice  page  3-116. 


22.  Page  3  -  214  -  The  Nature  Conservancy  owns  and  manages  the  45  ranch  of  the  south  fork  of  the 
Owyhee  river  for  big  horn  sheep  and  other  wildlife  The  ranch  is  occupied  year  round  A  buffer  zone  is 
needed  around  and  over  the  ranch  to  reduce  disturbance  and  to  protect  property  values.  No  supersonic  of 
low  altitude  flights  should  be  allowed.  The  same  is  true  of  the  ranch  et  Cover  Crossing  owned  by  ibe 
Bachmans  Private  property  and  year  round  residents  in  the  Grasmere  area  and  Three  creek  need  to  be 
avoided  and  mitigated  jusi  like  Duck  Valley. 

23.  Page  3  -  232  -  An  NCA  ia  bring  proposed  for  the  Owyhee  Canyon  Lands  and  the  Bruneau  Jarbidge 
area.  It  is  in  draft  form  at  the  Department  of  Interior  in  Washington.  D.C. 


BI-30 


16.  Page  3-149  •  Table  3  1-16  -  The  number  ofbig  horn  sheep  were  only  surveyed  in  part  of  the  drainages. 
Big  bom  sheep  have  migrated  as  far  as  Castle  Creek  and  Reynold  i  Creek  from  the  linle  Jack**  area.  Mon 
_b'g  hom  sheep  surveys  concentrated  on  ewe  lamb  rations  and  not  the  tool  population 


17.  Page  3-134  -  Mule  deer  wintering  area*  and  the  number*  using  it  from  Nevada  depends  on  how  ever  the 
winter  has  been.  By  February  most  deer  probably  more  back  to  Nevada. 


IS.  Page  3-156  -  Elk  are  already  using  ROl  two  from  Nevada. 


24.  Page  3  •  235  •  ACECs  for  big  horn  sheep  -  No  mitigation  is  proposed  to  avoid  these  areas  during 
lambing  season.  Noise  levels  be  kept  below  95  dedbri*  and  no  supersonic  flights  allowed. 


Page  3  -  241  •  There  is  no  discussion  of  the  centennial  trail  and  its  use  snd  the  impact  of  proposed 
actions. 


«[: 

[26.  Page  4-  7 
pilots  a  false  set 


-  7  -  The  proposed  restricted  area  around  the  12.000  acre  drop  site  is  too  smalt  and  gives  private 
of  security,  which  is  a  potential  flight  safery  hazard 


BI-12 


[19.  Page  3  -  157  and  151  -  The  draft  EIS  is  not  complete.  Surveys  for  deer  and  antelope  will  not  be 
completed  until  the  winter  of  1997. 

20.  Page  3-166  -  Upland  Game  Birds  -  The  mourning  dove  is  a  migratory  upland  game  bird 


27.  Page  4  -  1 1, 13  -  Table  4.2-la  and  4.2b  •  Noise  levels  used  for  fighter  aircraft  art  those  for  cruising  on 
NO-5  MTR*  and  not  for  aircraft  maneuvering  in  MOAj.  Example,  an  F- 16  in  MOA  should  generate  approximately 
1 1 1  decibels  at  1 .000  feet  not  97  u  shown.  This  discrepancy  nukes  the  noise  analysis  and  the  whole  DEIS 
BI-2  lunrdisble  Averaging  of  noise  level  i  does  not  address  the  impact  of  single  sonic  boom*  on  wildlife  behavior. 


21.  Page  3-169  -  Table  3.1-6  ♦  The  Owyhee  River  supports  a  Urge  popuUtion  of  Canada  geese  and  also 
water  birds  art  concentrated  on  all  the  takes  and  ponds  in  the  area,  not  just  in  Duck  Valley 


NO-6 


[21  Page  4-1 1. 
wildlife^  Thist 


What  is  the  source  of  the  satemenl  of  95  decibels  being  the  startle  response  threshold  fi 
This  document  should  be  available  to  the  public. 
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29.  Page  4*15  -  The  condition*  3  and  4  are  not  seceptsble  over  the  Jarbidge  end  Bruneau  Riven  The  WO 
tore  tire  i*  too  cto*e  to  the  Bruneau  River  and  win  create  condition  4 


I  30.  Pege  4  -  27  - 
I  Idaho  recovery  p|< 


The  use  ofdietd  general  or*  ii  unacceptable  next  to  aage  grouse  habitat  and  violate*  the 


31.  ptge  4*31-  Table  4.2-4  -  Averaging  ionic  boo  mi  over  one  year  doe*  not  tell  you  anything  or  ihow 
the  environmental  effect*!  Hour  many  ionic  boom*  over  t  one  to  two  hour  period  during  t  large  combat 
caerdie  ia  better?  Alio,  supersonic  boom*  may  be  more  harmfol  to  wildlife  at  certain  time*  of  the  year  For 
example  during  uge  grouie  breeding  and  nefling.  Averaging  Ii  not  an  appropriate  measure  for  ionic 


I  would  rettu 
I  information 

Fi6  Page  4 

shouWbep 


rtrtujn  the  same  when  o>w  flight*  would  increaie.  "  i*  not  ippropriate  without  lubtuntiiting 


4  -  141  -  If  500  meter*  it  the  recommended  avoidance  of  raptor  special  while  nefling.  then  rhii 
pan  of  the  mitigation  far  wfldlife  In  the  draft  EIS.  Alio,  note  if  ionic  boom*  generate  til  - 151 


dodbei*,  the  effect  on  the  nefling  Mgr  groove  mu  it  be  determined 


37.  Page  4  t 
and  *uper*oni 


Page  4  ?  I  Title  Recreation  and  Vuoal  Resource*  No  acceptable  mitigation  1*  proposed  for  low  level 
*uper*onie  flight*  over  the  riven  during  the  floating  teaton,  or  over  the  WSA*  during  prime  recreational 


32  Page  4-100 - 
the  MOA  «  500  to 


-  The  wrong  figure  for  fighter  aircraft  was  u*ed  in  thi*  ifluflralion  F-16  maneuvering  at 
lo  1000  feet  should  generate  approximately  1  (0  decibel* 


33.  Page  4  - 101  *  Last  paragraph  •  Studies  on  uge  grouie  and  aircraft  noiie  Med  to  be  done  before  the 
Anal  EIS  U  completed  Clover  Butte  and  Grumere  art  critical  uge  grouie  habitat  for  wintering  and  nefling 
Many  of  the  no  drop  target*  arid  emitter  life*  violate  the  two  mile  buffer  »n*  rule  for  uge  poult  discussed 


34  Page4-  II 
1 1d  deobei*  tl  * 
■Keep  are  disturi 

r35  P»ge  4-13 

been  investigate 


4  -  1 1  -  Thii  doe*  not  Ufk  about  low  level*  of  aircraft  not*,  but  exposure  to  noiie  from  100  to 
d*  at  4500  feet.  There  i*  enough  viatal  observation  throughout  the  yeari  that  ihow*  hag  hem 
disturbed  by  this  extreme  noise  and  in  some  instance*  move  to  leu  desirable  habitat 


»ige  4  -  131  -Title:  Noiu  *  If  the  effect  of  long  tetm  exposure  to  over  flights  on  game  bird*  ha*  not 
irveitigated  or  ii  unknown,  a  study  is  required  before  the  final  EIS  The  generalization,  "Impact* 


Any  action  impacting  ft*h,  wtldBfe  and  outdoor-associated  recreational  opportunity  will  have  far-reaching 
effect  I  for  both  the  imm«£ite  area  and  the  region  Effrctt  include  limiting  or  degrading  recreational 
Opportunity  leading  to  potential  economic  losae*  because  of  reduction  In  *  port  amen  activities  People,  in 
mm  vrifl  vitit  area  communities  leu  often,  reducing  purchase*  for  food,  gasoline  and  lodging  Removal  of 
vegetation  for  construction  of  range  associated  facilities  may  contribute  to  wildfires 


Aiaeument  ef  impact  aa  weial  ratter*!  and  reereilienal  resource* 

The  Air  Forte  Anafysi*  does  oor  inefude  impact*  on  Imrimic  values  like  solitude  tnd  silence  Tb*  EIS  only 
examine*  cuftural  resource*  that  are  afigibla  for  indution  in  the  National  Regjflry  of  Kifloric  Places  AS 

CU1 

hiuorical  mtt  should  be  taken  into  consideration 


I  historical  ate*  should  be  taken  hflo  consideration. 


I  The  statement  that  "No  impact  on  mining  or  the  recreation  industry  would  retuh  from  any  of  the  ahrmativr* 
I  b  unnjbsuntiated  and  inadequate  Guides  and  outfitters  will  lose  butines*  Rancher*  will  suffer  damage*  a* 
•  rault  of  cattle  that  experience  flress  raiatad  iflneu  Touritm  wifl  njffer  The  public  win  perceive  the  area 
a*  a  military  reservation  and  not  th*  unique  natural  resource  that  it  is 


00X147 


00X148 


Other  bfljes  requiring  more  tnalysii  include:  Gunge*  in  recreational  us*  due  to  either  wrested  teceu 

RV-14 

through  improved  road*  or  decreased  access  through  road  cloture*  or  other  limitation*  placed  on  group* 

R  V"  1 5  doe  to  military  activity;  Potential  lou  of  primitive  recreational  land  due  to  the  proposed  target  areas; 

RV-7  Potential  loti  of  Mfirude  and  serenity  often  sought  in  primitive  end  wildemes*  setting*  and  concomitant  lou 

of  wilderness  characteristic!;  Potential  degradation  of  visual  quality  of  landscape  a*  a  result  of  target  and 
RV-5  emitter  site  eowtrucikxi  and  potential  slteratioo  of  visual  settingl  ia  the  he  airtpeee  at  s  mult  of  the 
proposed  increase  in  flight  activity. 


The  EIS  does  not  adequately  address  issues  relevant  to  the  potential  impact  of  the  proposed  actions  ms  the 
eeotystem  and  natural  resources  of  southwest  Idaho  Itaues  are  addressed  a*  if  the  location  were  merely  aa 
empty  space  with  •  few  animal*  and  people.  Tb*  EIS  mufl  take  into  account  the  uniquenea*  of  the  area  a* 
both  a  natural  and  national  ecological  resource.  Issues  needing  further  study  include  Impact  of  increased  sir 
space  over  pjhGc  lands;  impacts  of  noise;  Impact*  on  wildlife  and  wildlife  habitat,  impact*  ofxwvravd  chaff 
oo  the  inhabitant*  of  the  area;  Impact*  on  the  cultural  tradition*  of  the  Shoshone  Paiute  Tribes  and  impact* 


The  training  range  expansion  b  simply  not  needed.  Ample  training  is  available  in  Utah  and  Nevada 
I  Findings  of  an  auditor**  report  issued  by  the  Inspector  General  of  the  Department  ofDcfenje  in  1995 
PN •  1 4  conduW  *•  fw,5«  “  M  "“““O'  for  the  tame  reason*.  Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base  will  not  do*e  if 


(he  expanded  range  is  not  developed 


The  Air  Force'*  own  Environment,  Safery  tnd  Occupation*]  Health  Strategies  Plan  nttei  that  there  are 
NO-1 1  overtly  ™o  fludiei  which  truly  determine  the  effect*  of  noise  level*,  sonic  boom*,  super-sonic  operations 
and  lubsonic  operation*  on  humans,  animal*,  or  structures 


908  North  21st  Street 
Boise.  Idaho  83702 
September  5.  1997 

USAFfBLM 
P  O  Box  329 
Boise,  ID  83701-0329 

GE-2  Dear  sir  or  madam. 

I  im  writing  in  response  to  the  Department  of  the  Air  Force  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho 
Environmental  Impact  Sta^meni  Since  the  Tint  proposal  for  an  expanded  training  range  in  Idaho 
was  made  public  in  1989, 1  hive  been  actively  involved  in  opposing  this  unnecesairy  and  highly 
damaging  proposal  which  would  disrupt  ntd  irreparably  damage  the  outstanding  Owyhee  desert 
county  I  have  orally  testified  and  provided  written  comments  on  tbe  various  ElSVproposali  the 
Air  Force  has  released  over  the  post  8  yean 

I  am  tired  of  fighting  this  proposal  •  a  proposal  which  has  yet  to  demonstrate  a  National  need 
Eight  yean  have  passed  by  without  the  expanded  training  range,  yet  the  USAF  has  continued  to 
adequately  train  their  personnel.  The  training  needs  of  the  composite  wing  obviouslgjf*  met  using 
existing  training  ranges  and  training  resources  This  in  ilseir  demonstrates  the  lack  of  need  for  this 
proposal. 

I  testified  at  the  latest  round  of  public  hearing  held  on  the  ET1,  Whether  it’s  served  up  as  !TR 
(Idaho  Training  Range),  or  ETI  (Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho),  the  proposal  amounts  to  a 
supersonic  battlefield  which  would  affect  more  than  three  million  acres  of  tome  of  the  most 
spectacular  and  irreplaceable  "wildland]"  left  in  southwest  Idaho,  southeast  Oregon,  northern 
Nevada,  and  this  Nation.  About  the  only  thing  different  with  this  proposal  compared  to  the  last 
three  that  have  been  proposed  since  1989  is  the  location  of  the  drop  sites  I  strongly  support 
Alternative  A  ••  the  No  Action  Alternative! 

Tbe  more  I  lean  about  the  high  desert  and  iu  highly  fragile  ecosystem,  the  more  I  realire  the 
highly  destructive  potential  a  bombing  range  wilt  have  here.  Of  the  119  species  of  migratory  bird* 
that  make  Idaho  their  spring  and  summer  home.  105  are  found  in  southwest  Idaho's  high  desert 
Reptile  diversity  Is  also  greatest  within  this  region  of  Idaho.  All  three  ‘action*  alternatives  would 
impact  the  habitat  of  15  species  of  reptiles.  105  species  of  migratory  birds.  California  bighorn 
sheep,  antelope,  mule  deer,  cougar,  and  sage  grouse  Various  other  species  would  also  be 
adversely  impacted  due  to  the  direct  destruction  of  native  vegetation.  Also  affected  would  be  over 
twenty  Wilderness  Study  Areas  (W$Ai)  and  candidate  wild  and  scenic  rivers  which  include  the 
Bruneau.  Jarbidgc  and  Owyhee  Rjvers  Tbe  potential  for  wildfire  would  increase,  especially  with 
the  use  of  SAKfs  (surface  to  air  missiles),  the  dropping  of  flares,  as  well  aa  an  overall  increase  in 
human  activity  The  last  thing  this  outstanding  and  unique  area  need]  is  an  industrial  warfare  rone 
located  within  the  heart  of  it’  This  project  is  purely  pork,  and  if  it  goes  through  we  will  be  left  with 
three  million  acres  of  ‘moonscape*  similar  to  what  we  see  today  in  the  Simco  Road/Orchard 
Training  Range  area. 

Following  is  a  summary  of  my  final  comments  on  the  ETI  EIS  for  the  public  record  All  my 
previous  comments  and  oral  testimony  on  past  proposals  for  an  expanded  training  range  in  Idaho 
also  remain  valid  and  applicable  to  this  latest  proposal 

r(l)  One  of  the  most  blatant  flaws  in  the  current  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS)  is 
the  noise  analysis  The  Air  Force  uses  1992  as  the  baseline  year  for  conducting  the  noise  impact 
analysis.  This  in  itself  poses  a  problem  since  1992  is  when  the  composite  wing  was  established  at 
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NO-2 

PN-1 

PN-14 

DP-4 

HZ-2 

PR-23 

CU-18 

DP-6 

DP-7 


Ihe  Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base  (MHAFB). 

(2)  The  DBS  uses  the  ’Shultz  Noise  Analysis*  as  the  model  to  identify  potential  noise  impacts. 
The  Shultz  method  was  never  designed  for  application  to  wilderness  or  rural  areas.  In  fact,  the 
data  in  the  Shultz  Noise  Analysis  is  representative  of  large  metropolitan  cities  in  Europe.  London. 
Paris,  etc.,  and  measures  irritability  as  experienced  by  people  to  different  decibels  of  urban  noise 
within  as  urban  setting.  Although  the  analysis  did  include  aircraft,  it  was  not  specific  to  aircraft  or 
military  aircraft  performing  supersonic  aerial  maneuvers.  The  baseline  noise  analysts  needs  to  be 
based  upon  pre-1992  use  levels,  and  the  comparisons  and  averages  used  relative  to  the  effects  of 

_J>oisc  are  not  applicable  to  the  ET1  area.  These  deficiencies  need  to  be  corrected  in  the  final  EIS. 

(3)  Many  problems  surround  the  current  DBS.  including  the  lack  of  a  verifiable  need  for  the  ETC. 
One  of  the  roost  arousing  aspects  of  the  current  DBS  is  the  many  references  to  the  previous  DEIS 
on  ITR  -  a  DBS  which  was  successfully  challenged  in  federal  court  by  conservation  groups  and 

__found  to  be  inadequate. 

(4)  By  the  Air  Force's  own  admission.  Ihe  ETC  is  not  needed  to  save  MHAFB.  The  Air  Force  has 
said  time  and  time  again,  ’the  366<h  wing  at  Mountain  Home  is  the  most  combat  capable  wing  in 
the  world*.  My  view  and  that  of  most  Americans  familiar  with  this  proposal  is  that  the  ETC  is  not 
needed  and  most  certainly  is  not  wanted.  It's  simply  not  good  for  the  land,  the  wildlife  or  the 
people  of  Idaho  or  this  nation.  A  1995  Department  of  Defense  Inspector  General's  report  found 
that  any  enhanced  training  in  Idaho  would  merely  replicate  training  that  is  conducted  elsewhere. 

The  conclusion  and  recommendation  of  the  IG's  report  essentially  said  any  expanded  training  in 
Idaho  would  be  a  waste  of  taxpayer  money. 

(3)  The  DEIS  is  inadequate  because  it  does  not  conform  with  Judge  Lodge's  ruling  that  a 
combined  BS  be  prepared  that  includes  an  analysis  of  the  ITR/ETI  and  the  composite  wing  at 
MHAFB.  An  analysis  of  cumulative  effects  is  also  required. 

(6)  The  proposed  ETC  area  contains  some  of  the  most  'wild*  land  left  in  the  continental  U.$.  We 
need  to  leave  it  that  way. 

(7)  The  DEIS  fails  to  fully  address  the  environmental  affects  of  titanium  tetrachloride.  Titanium 
tetrachloride  is  the  substance  found  within  'dummy*  bombs  used  by  the  USAF.  According  to  the 
U  S.  Public  Health  Service,  titanium  tetrachloride  may  cause  harmful  health  effects  due  to  its 
unique  properties  including  the  formation  of  hydrochloric  acid  when  it  comes  in  contact  with 
jvater.  The  EPA  has  established  that  it  is  an  extremely  hazardous  substance. 

(8)  ETC'*  use  is  not  limited  to  just  the  U.S.  Air  Force.  However,  the  DEIS  and  any  guidelines 
established  by  the  USAF  regarding  enhanced  training  in  Idaho  only  apply  to  the  Air  Force.  The 
Air  Force  assumes  no  responsibility  for  Navy,  Air  National  Guard,  and  other  national  and  foreign 
military  use. 

(9)  The  DEIS  failed  to  include  within  the  Cultural  Resource  section  the  impacts  on  intrinsic  values 
such  as  solitude  and  silence. 

(10)  Air  National  Guard  activities  should  be  included  in  the  DBS.  A  serious  issue  arises  if  A- 10 
Wanhog/Thunderbolt  aircraft  use  the  range  with  live-battle  ready  ammo.  The  purpose  of  the  A- 

[JO'S  is  to  pierce  armor  vehicles.  Ammo-piercing  rounds  are  made  of  depicted  uranium. 

(I  l)  The  B-l  Bomber  should  be  evaluated  in  the  DEIS. 

(12)  Currently,  the  existing  MOA  does  not  include  airspace  over  the  Jack's  Creek  WSA,  With  the 
ETC  would  come  an  airspace  expansion  over  this  area  and  the  conduct  of  'staging*  activities.  The 
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DBS  does  not  adequately  analyze  either  the  biological  or  recreational  impacts  of  this  change. 

Jack's  Creek  is  prime  bighorn  sheep  habitat.  The  impacts  of  military*  aircraft  conducting  staging 
maneuvers  could  seriously  affect  the  sheep  population.  No  mitigation  proposals  have  been 
considered  with  regard  to  the  ETC  affect  on  bighorn  habitat.  These  deficiencies  need  to  be 
corrected. 

(13)  The  DBS  mentions  that  of  the  one  million  acres  most  affected  by  *oo-the-ground* 
disturbance.  67  percent  is  potential  age  grouse  nesting  and  wintering  habitat.  This  is  simply 
unacceptable. 

(14)  Sonic  Booms  -  The  DBS  states  that  there  will  be  a  75  percent  increase  in  the  Sayler  Creek 
training  area  and  a  50  percent  increase  in  the  Jarbidge/Bruneau  MOA’s.  This  is  unacceptable. 

(15)  There  would  be  major  air  and  noise  pollution  resulting  from  the  diesel  generators  needed  to 
provide  power  for  the  emitter  sites.  These  sites  would  run  about  6  to  8  hours  per  day,  5  days  a 
week,  and  sometimes  on  weekends.  This  is  simply  unacceptable. 

I  am  tired  of  commenting  on  and  fighting  this  ill-conceived  proposal.  It  is  time  the  Air  Force  and 
the  Pentagon  kilt  this  proposal  ooce  and  for  all  -  the  environment  would  benefit.  Idaho  would 
benefit,  the  Nation  would  benefit,  the  World  would  benefit.  We  do  not  need  the  ETC  Bombing 
Rangel!  I  most  certainly  hope  this  proposal  will  die  once  and  for  all  due  to  its  tack  of  substantial 
and  verifiable  merits.  It  is  a  waste  of  my  and  other  American's  hard-earned  lax  dollars  and,  more 
importantly,  will  destroy  one  of  the  most  spectacular  places  left  in  the  continental  U.S. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  ETC  and  I  look  forward  to  receiving  a  copy  of  the 
final  EIS  and  public  notification  that  this  proposal  is  dead  once  and  for  all!! 


Respectfully  submitted. 

Steven  P.  Jakubowics 


TO:  USAF/SLU 
?0  Box  323 
Boise  p  Id. ,b370i 
SUBJECT:  ETI  DEIS 


Paul  Werner 
P.0.  Box  2 
Olbbonavllle , 

y/1/97 
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GE-2  Bello, 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  STI  DEIS.  I  ui  i 
river  guide  licensed  on  the  Jarbidge,  bruneau  and  Owyhee  rivers  since 
1993.  These  are  some  of  the  most  pristine  river  corridors  I  here  seen 
in  the  continental  United  States.  The  only  alternative  Z  could  choose 
of  the  STI  DEIS  is  Alternative  A-No  Action. 

The  reasons  for  tola  choice  are- 

The  DEIS  is  completely  inadequate-  and.  unsat  If  actory  In  its1  assess¬ 
ment  of  noise  impacts  on  wildlife  and  people  (especially  reereetloa- 
,  -alist). 

DP-81  2-  The  DEIS  does  r.ot  adequately  evaluate  the  impact  of  nighttime  flights. 

*3-  The  DEIS  does  not  adequately  evaluate  the  cumulative  effects  or  need 
of  the  current  or  proposed  rntnbtr  of  supersonic  and  subsonic  flights. 
The  DEIS  does  not  properly  mltl6at*  the  restoration  of  Bighorn  Sheep 
populations  in  Little  Jack's  Ck.  and  the  Owyhee  alver  Canyon. 

"5-  The  DEIS  does  not  properly  take  into  account  the  trend  of  growing 
value  for  tne  recreational  and  wildlife  resources  in  this  area. 

Any  increase  in  the  number  of  flights  in  the  cenyonlands  would  degrade 
the  outstanding  resource  values  of  this  ares* 

7-  The  use  of  flares  and  chaff  outside  of  the  existing  range  Is  an 
environmental  and  fire  hazard* 

6-  Any  increase  In  off  road  vehicle  use  would  Increase  ailtatlon  in  the 

C.  rivers  and  sidestreams. 

3-  The  DBII  does  not  properly  analyse  of  ceasing  flight  activity  over 
.  the  cenyonlands  from  April  thru  June  (floating  season). 

10-  The  DEIS  does  not  properly  analyse  keeping  of  a  minimum  flight 
level  of  30,000  feet  aver  the  cenyonlands. 
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Sincerely,/ 
Paul  y.  learner 
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ROBERT  P.  JONES  CO. 

P.O.  BOX  336a 
BOISE.  IDAHO  M703 

T6LE^^!^^15’ 


USAF/BLM 
P.0.  Box  329 
Boise,  Idaho  83701 


I  have  reviewed  the  latest  EIS  documents  for  the  US.  Air  Force  Bombing  Range 
in  Owyhee  County.  There  really  isn't  much  difference  between  this  location  and  the 
former  one  In  both  instances  this  proposed  bombing  range  impacts  the  BLM  short  term 
and  long  term  objectives  for  the  management  of  Owyhee  County.  The  continuity  of 
administration  and  historic  usage  of  this  fragile  land  will  be  lost  forever. 

This  effects  not  only  the  19,000  acres  withdrawn  but  most  of  Owyhee  County  and 
Nonhem  Nevada  contrary  to  what  the  Air  Force  may  say. 

The  Idaho  National  Guard  already  has  140.000  acres  in  Ada  and  Elmore  counties 
that  is  being  used  for  military  training  This  t40.000  acres  is  ofNimits  for  any 
agricultural  or  recreational  use  and  will  be  forever.  The  U.  S  Air  Force  has  1 10,000+ 
acres  in  Elmore  and  Owyhee  Counties  already  for  the  Saylor  Creek  Bombing  Range 

This  makes  a  total  of  250,000  acres  within  50  miles  of  Mountain  Home  AFB  that 
has  been  removed  from  the  public  domain  for  a  single  use  This  is  enough 

We  know  this  proposal  for  sure  will  create  noise,  pollution,  erosion,  loss  of 
vegetation  either  by  fire  or  construction,  decimate  the  wild  life  and  severely  restrict 
public  use.  This  will  not  change,  no  matter  how  many  impact  statements  are  written  or 
locations  proposed. 

The  Air  Force  will  promise  anything  to  expand  their  empire  There  is  absolutely 
no  way  the  Air  Force  can  be  monitored,  either  on  land  or  air. 

In  fact,  the  Air  Force  already  has  constructed  an  emitter  site  on  public  land 
without  prior  notification  and  permission  from  the  BLM  near  Grasmere 


These  impact  statements  use  two  words  that  are  supposed  to  be  a  panacea  for  all 
the  problems  this  expansion  will  cause  These  two  words  are  mitigation  and  trust  us. 


Believe  me  the  Air  Force  doesn't  know  the  meaning  of  these  two  words. 
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Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 


WRITTEN  COMMENT  SHEET 

Public  Hearing  Location: 


Thank  you  for  providing  your  comments  on  the  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho  Draft 
Environmental  Inpact  Statement 
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Nome: 

Address: 
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c!«ase  hand  this  form  in  or  mail  before  August  6, 1997  to: 

U.S.  Air  Force/Bureau  of  land  Management 
P.O.  Box  329 
Boise  IUU3701-0329 


Idaho  Whitewater  Association 
31 7  Ada  St. 

Boise,  Idaho  83702 


September  1, 1997 

United  States  Air  Force 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
PO  Box  329 
Boise,  ID  83701-0329 


GE-2  United  States  Air  Force,  Enhanced  Training  In  Idaho,  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement 

Comments  of  the  Idaho  Whitewater  Association 

The  Idaho  Whitewater  Association  appreciates  the  opportunity  to  comment  on 
tf»e  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Air  Force’s  Enhanced  Training 
In  Idaho.  We  support  Alternative  A,  the  no  action  alternative,  as  the  only 
alternative  which  does  nol  degrade  the  recreational  experience  of  floating 
through  the  spectacular  Owyhee,  Jartoidge  and  Bruneau  River  Canyons. 

The  Idaho  Whitewater  Association  (iWA)  is  a  statewide  organization  of 
recreational  non-motortzed  river  runners.  We  have  over  300  members 
statewide  as  well  as  some  members  from  as  far  away  as  Georgia.  The  purpose 
of  our  organization  Is  to  provide  information  and  networking  opportunities  for 
recreational  boaters  of  all  ages  and  abilities.  IWA  also  advocates  for  the 
protection  of  high  quality  recreational  opportunities  and  public  access  to  rivers. 
The  Jarbidge,  Bruneau,  and  Owyhee  River  systems  offer  a  truly  unique 
recreational  experience  which  will  be  severely  diminished  should  the  Air  Force 
proceed  with  any  of  the  action  alternatives. 

The  San  Francisco  Examtnar  recently  ran  a  four  part  series  on  the  Owyhee 
River  Canyon  tilled  ’Soul  of  a  Canyon*.  The  series  follows  a  canoe  trip  down  the 
Owyhee  River  and  describes  the  spectacular  Canyon,  wildlife,  and  surrounding 
plateau  At  the  close  of  the  series,  the  author  expresses  hope  that  the  Owyhee 
Canyonlands  will  remain  unchanged  for  another  5.000  years.  Any  one  who  has 
ever  expenenced  this  country  or  plans  to,  shares  the  author's  desire  In 
contrast  an  IWA  member  recently  floating  down  the  Bruneau  River  experienced 
a  sonic  boom  so  dose  thet  the  water  In  the  river  was  visibly  impacted.  This  type 
of  activity  Is  completely  inappropriate  for  these  canyons. 
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Following  Is  a  discussion  of  the  reasons  we  adamantly  oppose  any  Increases  in 
Air  Force  activities  anywhere  in  the  Owyhee  Canyonlands. 

Noise 

NO*22 1  sin9,«  biggest  impact  to  IWA  members  floating  through  the  canyons  Is  the 
“  noise.  This  includes  not  only  sonic  boom  events  but  also  increased  noise  levels 
NO*  14  Qom  increased  overflights,  night  time  activities  and  generators  on  the  canyon 

rim  used  to  power  the  emitter  sites.  None  of  these  disturbances  are  acceptable 
or  compatible  with  the  quiet  and  solitude  found  in  the  canyonlands. 

The  noise  study  Is  ludicrous.  People  react  to  sonic  booms  as  single  events 
which  are  dramatic  environmental  disturbances,  not  general  background  noise. 
Similarly  noise  associated  with  overflights  and  aerial  exercises  is  extremely 
jntrusive  and  disturbing  when  encountered  in  an  area  as  remote  as  the 
Owyhees.  The  Air  Force  has  made  no  attempt  to  quantify  the  noise  impacts 
from  the  perspective  of  outdoor  recreationists  in  the  Canyonlands. 

Comparisons  to  human  noise  tolerances  in  urban  settings  has  absolutely 
nothing  to  do  with  this  project  and  Its  impacts.  The  obvious  lack  of  data  on  this 
jssue  does  not  equate  to  no  impacts  -  ft  simpty  equates  to  an  inadequate  DEISI 

This  argument  is  supported  further  by  the  Air  Force's  1996-1997  Environmental. 
Safety  and  Occupational  Health  Research,  Development  and  Acquisition 
Strategic  Plan  which  found  that  the  Air  Force’s  current  noise  analysis  methods 
are  inadequate  when  applied  to  rural  and  wilderness  areas.  The  plan 
acknowledges  that  the  methods  currently  being  used  were  developed  for 
evaluating  noise  impacts  to  urban  populations  and  *...no  useful  quantitative 
information  of  any  kind  exists...*  for  evaluating  the  Impacts  of  aircraft  noise  on 
outdoor  recreationists.  Furthermore,  the  plan  emphasfzes  that  the  Air  Force  is 
in  danger  of  being  found  in  violation  of  NEPA  which  could  ultimately  impact  their 
training  mission. 

_Jhe  DEIS  does  not  address  the  environmental  consequences  of  authorizing 
^supersonic  flights,  claiming  this  was  analyzed  in  1992  AFI  EIS.  However,  the 
court  found  the  1992  EIS  to  be  In  violation  of  NEPA  so  how  can  the  Air  Force 
DP-4  i  Pf°P°se  »n  Increase  in  the  number  of  sonic  booms  when  the  current  level  is 
jjllegal? 

Degradation  of  Wilderness  River  Experience 

Over  350  miles  of  rivers  In  the  Owyhee  Canyonlands  have  been  found  eligible 
for  designation  as  wild  and  scenic  rivers.  The  Air  Forces’  finding  that  the  ETl 
will  do  nothing  to  diminish  the  outstanding  resource  values  of  these  rivers  Is 
erroneous.  While  the  canyon  walls  may  not  change,  the  scenic  quality. 


NO-22 

RV*8 

NO-11 
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opportunities  for  viewing  wildlife,  and  overall  recreational  experience  will  be 
greatly  diminished.  Numerous  overflights,  sonic  booms,  chaff,  and  flares  are 
Incompatible  with  the  wilderness  values  found  in  these  canyons. 

The  Jarbidge  end  Bruneau  Rivers  were  both  found  to  have  Class  A  Scenic 
Quality.  The  presence  of  litter  in  the  form  of  Chaff,  potential  loss  of  native  plant 
communities,  and  visual  pollution  above  the  canyon  rim  will  diminish  the  overall 
scenic  quality  of  these  rivers.  One  of  the  attractions  to  these  rivers  are  the 
frequent  opportunities  to  hike  out  of  the  canyons  and  view  the  entire  region  from 
a  different  perspective.  These  vistas  will  be  severely  degraded  by  the  presence 
of  emitter  sites  and  the  accompanying  new  roads,  not  to  mention  the  noise  and 
air  pollution  associated  with  the  diesel  powered  generators  used  to  run  the 
emitters.  People  go  to  places  like  the  Jarbidge  and  Bruneau  Canyons  to 
escape  these  sights,  sounds  and  smells. 

Night  activities  and  lights  are  particularly  intrusive.  One  of  the  most  spectacular 
features  of  these  canyons  is  the  night  sky  with  incredible  stars  on  a  dear 
RV-12  moonless  ni9hL  Night  exercises  are  completely  Incompatible  with  this  peaceful 
time.  Any  lights  such  as  those  already  found  at  Grasmere  are  inappropriate. 

The  DEIS  does  nothing  to  evaluate  the  impacts  to  recreational  users  or  wildlife 
of  these  nighttime  intrusions. 

It  Is  difficult  to  evaluate  the  exact  impact  of  the  ETl  proposal  on  the  number  of 
overflights  for  the  canyons  since  there  is  so  little  information  in  the  DEIS  on  the 
D*  *5"  Air  Force's  actual  activities  in  the  sky.  However,  IWA  member  have  complained 
that  the  number  of  overflights  is  currently  unacceptable  so  we  strongly  believe 
that  any  increase  In  the  activity  level  over  this  region  is  too  much. 

Chaff 

The  Air  Force’s  plans  to  increase  the  amount  of  Chaff  used  in  the  Canyonlands 
is  completely  unacceptable.  Most  of  the  Chaff  will  be  dropped  to  the  west  of  the 
target  areas  and  emitter  sites  thus  allowing  the  prevailing  winds  to  ultimately 
[deposit  fibers  Into  the  Jarbtdge  ■  Bruneau  Canyons.  The  Navy  has  determined 
SF-3  that  although  Chaff  is  highly  dispersed  when  deployed,  environmental  factors 
[head  to  its  concentration  over  time.  Chaff  that  ends  up  in  the  bottom  of  the 
canyons  will  most  certainly  stay  there  to  be  continuously  resuspended  as  the 
particles  become  smaller. 

This  phenomena  appears  to  be  occurring  already  since  several  IWA  members 
have  found  Chaff  in  the  Bruneau  River  Canyon.  Our  objection  to  the  use  of 
Chaff  in  the  Canyonlands  is  twofold:  first  H  is  a  source  of  litter  and  second  it 
represents  a  potential  health  hazard.  As  an  organization.  IWA  promotes  low 
impact  camping  and  works  extensively  with  river  management  agencies  to 
adopt  recreational  guidelines  which  protect  river  corridors  from  any  permanent 
Impacts  associated  with  river  running.  Some  ol  our  members  have  volunteered 
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with  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  to  monitor  Impact!  to  campgrounds  along 
the  Bruneau  River  which  has  experienced  an  enormous  increase  In  use  over  the 
pest  five  years.  The  dispersion  of  aluminum  trash  Into  these  areas  Is  completely 
contradictory  to  the  efforts  of  organizations  such  as  fWA  and  the  BLM  to 
maintain  the  pristine  character  of  these  river  canyon  environments. 

In  addition  to  the  overall  environmental  degradation  caused  by  the  presence  of 
Chaff,  there  are  also  health  concerns  which  have  not  been  adequately 
addressed  In  the  DEIS.  In  a  series  of  memos  last  fall  between  the  Nevada 
Division  of  Environmental  Protection  and  Carson  City  District  BLM,  the  issue  of 
chaff  as  a  public  health  hazard  was  discussed. 

The  DMsion  stated  two  primary  concerns  on  how  Chaff  effects  the  environment. 
The  first  concern  regards  the  potential  for  inhalable  particulates  which  occur 
from  the  mechanical  break  down  and  resuspension  of  fibers.  The  Division's 
second  concern  deals  with  the  physical  deposition  of  solid  waste  on  public  and 
private  lends.  They  found  that  there  Is  very  flttJe  Information  on  the  amounts  of 
Chaff  currently  deposited  and  how  these  fibers  decompose  (n  the  environment 

As  ■  result  the  departments  are  developing  a  PM10  monitoring  system  to 
evaluate  the  amount  of  particulates  In  the  air  as  a  result  of  chaff  deposits  by  the 
Navy.  Air  Force  plans  to  increase  the  use  of  Chaff  by  30-55%  b  Irresponsible 
when  there  b  so  Rttle  information  on  the  impacts  of  current  use  levels.  The  ETI 
DEIS  needs  a  more  adequate  evaluation  of  the  cumulative  Impacts  of  Chaff  on 
wildlife  end  humans. 


The  primary  cause  of  water  quality  degradation  In  tht  desert  canyon  rivers  b 
sedimentation  from  surface  erosion  generally  associated  with  roads,  off-road 
vehicle  use  and  the  loss  of  vegetative  cover  due  to  fire  and  gming.  Activities 
associated  with  the  ETI  wilt  generate  increased  erosion  and  sedimentation 
•cross  the  Impacted  wetersheds.  New  road  construction  and  widening  of 
existing  roads  b  a  direct  source  of  sedimentation.  Any  additional  roads  or  road 
Improvements  atso  Increases  the  amount  of  access  Into  these  areas  and 
consequently  the  potential  for  human  caused  disturbances  such  as  fire  and  off¬ 
road  vehicle  use. 

Any  use  of  flares  over  this  fragile  desert  environment  b  absurd.  Recreationbts 
are  told  not  to  build  fires  without  fire  pans,  yet  the  Air  Force  can  drop  flares 
throughout  the  MOA.  We  realize  the  flares  are  Intended  to  bum  out  before  they 
hit  the  ground,  but  the  volatility  of  thb  landscape,  particularly  from  Juna  ■ 
October,  Is  so  high  that  tne  1%  risk  of  a  burning  flare  hitting  the  ground  b 
unacceptable.  Given  the  use  of  flares  throughout  tha  MOA  and  the  rugged 
tarrain  of  the  Canyontsnds,  It  b  unlikely  that  Air  Force  fire  crews  win  be  at  the 
scene  very  quickly  when  an  accidental  fire  does  occur  In  a  remote  location. 


One#  the  native  vegetation  b  tost,  It  can  not  be  aasBy  replaced.  Any  toss  of 
native  plant  communities  will  result  in  the  destabilization  of  atopes.  an  Increase 
In  sol  erosion,  and  a  reduction  in  water  quality  throughout  the  impacted 
watershed. 

Economic  Ramifications 

IWA  disagrees  with  the  Air  Force's  finding  that  there  wfti  be  no  economic  Impact 
on  the  recreation  industry  as  a  result  of  lha  ETI.  These  canyons  offer  a  truly 
unique  wldemess  river  experience  which  has  been  pursued  by  more  and  more 
people  every  year.  Private  boaters  w»  tolerate  a  certain  amount  of  disturbance 
aince  the  natural  features  of  these  canyons  are  so  spectacular.  However,  the 
escalation  of  activities  associated  with  the  ETI  may  push  many  who  are  truly 
seeking  solitude  to  go  abawhere  thus  adversely  Impacting  the  communities  that 
sen  gas,  supplies  and  provide  shuttle  services  to  river  runners. 

IndMduab  paying  a  premium  price  for  an  outfitted  trip  do  not  wish  lo  be 
subjected  to  overflights  and  sonic  booms.  They  are  paying  money  to  see 
vritolife  and  hear  nothing  •  two  opportunities  which  are  becoming  Increasingly 
scarce  In  these  canyons  due  to  the  Air  Force’s  activities.  An  outfitter  can  not 
r"adveftise  a  truly  wWemess  axperlenca  with  promises  of  wildlife  viewing  If  the 
I  reality  b  floating  through  a  war  zone.  Decreases  In  these  trips  win  not  only 
I  Impact  the  outfitter  but  their  suppliers  as  wel. 


Procedural  Concerns 

Finely,  IWA  has  several  concerns  related  to  the  overal  process  the  Air  Force 
^as  been  going  through  lor  Ihe  past  seven  years  In  their  efforts  to  bomb 
“Owyhee  County.  First  of  an.  the  Air  Force  has  still  not  demonstrated  a  need  for 
thb  range  which  can  justify  lha  environmental  and  economic  costs  associated 
“with  ft  The  Air  Fore#  b  scheduled  to  conduct  an  overall  needs  assessment 
beginning  thb  fall.  *  would  seem  that  any  further  plans  for  a  rang#  in  Owyhee 
County  should  be  put  on  hold  until  this  study  has  been  completed. 

Secondly,  the  DEIS  b  totaly  Inadequate.  There  b  very  Bttie  data  end  no 
cumulative  Impacts  analysis  The  fact  that  tha  entire  document  b  based  on  the 
lagaly  deficient  1M2  AFI EIS  b  absurd.  Cumulative  Impacts  analysis  U 
required  by  law  and  by  definition  mandates  the  evaluation  of  all  environmental 
Impacts  In  order  to  prevent  this  type  of  incrementalism. 

Another  concern  b  that  the  DEIS  does  not  apply  to  other  branches  of  the 
miKtary  that  will  be  using  the  range.  AN  uses  of  the  range  need  to  be  identified 
and  evaluated  for  potential  impacts.  Eliminating  Air  Force  flights  during  peak 
recreational  periods  does  not  provide  adequate  mitigation  If  tha  Army  or  an  Air 
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Force  from  another  country  can  come  in  and  conduct  axarcbes  during  thb 
same  time  frame. 

Finally,  the  activities  associated  with  the  ETI  are  Incompatible  with  the  SIM's 
management  objectives  for  the  preservation  of  the  wldemess  character  of  the 
canyons,  public  education  regarding  low  impact  camping,  noxious  weed  control 
and  protection  of  water  quality.  IWA  has  worked  with  the  resource  managers 
for  the  BLM  to  try  and  maintain  tha  incredible  scenic  and  wilderness  qualities 
associated  with  these  truly  unique  rivers.  The  Air  Force’s  current  activities  are  In 
direct  contrast  to  these  objectives  and  any  Increases  In  activity  b  completely 
unacceptable. 


Amy  Haak 

Conservation  Director 
Idaho  Whitewater  Association 
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Juet  wanted  to  exprees  my  feelings  regarding  tha  propoeed  axpanalon  of 
tht  atr  forca  boobing  rang*.  I  hava  apant  many  dayt  racreatlng  In  tha 
propoaad  axpanalon  tanga  art*  and  ao  appalled  that  tha  air  force  la  again 
trying  to  remove  euch  a  magnificent  wllderneea  froa  public  utilisation. 

iTbe  enhanced  training  raoga  la  not  needed  end  the  draft  EIS  la  daflclent 

1  and  doe  a  not  comply  with  tht  National  Environmental  Policy  Act.  The 
air  force  muat  make  do  with  current  training  facilities  or  find  another 
area  chat  doet  not  contain  aueh  important  natural  retoureea  for  both  tha 
atate  of  Idaho  and  Che  people  of  the  United  Scataat 

Thank  you  tor  your  consideration  regarding  my  request. 
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U.S.  Air  Forcc/Bureau  of  Land  Management 
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Boise,  ID  83701-0329 

September  4. 1997 

GE-2  Dear  Sirs; 

The  Golden  Eagle  Audubon  Society  (GEAS)  appreciates  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the 
Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS).  The  Society  has 
numerous  concerns  with  the  document  As  we  have  sated  in  comments  on  previous  proposals, 
we  believe  no  proposal  for  a  training  range  expansion  should  occur  until  a  nation-wide 
assessment  of  training  needs  for  the  military  has  been  conducted.  The  assertion  that  such  an 
assessment  is  beyond  the  scope  of  this  document  inappropriately  dismisses  this  important  issue. 
We  do  not  believe  a  need  has  been  justified;  however,  we  will  briefly  discuss  our  concerns  with 
the  DEIS. 

It  would  appear  that  training  needs  that  cannot  be  met  by  the  existing  SCR,  approximately  9%  of 
toul  training,  are  being  met  at  facilities  in  Utah  and  Nevada.  While  there  may  be  some 
inconvenience,  the  needs  are  being  met.  As  in  previous  propouts,  the  number  of  sorties 
proposed  varies  in  different  areas  of  the  document  Table  2.3-1 1  indicates  a  net  reduction  in 
training  of  551  sorties  (primarily  at  offsite  areas);  however.  Figures  2.3-18, 19  show  a  net  gain  of 
DP-69  3,858  sorties  in  the  combined  MOAs.  The  proposed  increase  of  653  sorties  from  366th  training 
in  the  combined  MOAs  represents  a  smalt  portion  of  this  increase.  Is  the  Air  Force  proposing  a 
substantial  increase  in  training  for  groups  other  than  the  366th? 

Expansion  of  Owyhee  and  Sheep  Creek  3  MOAs  to  include  the  Little  Jacks  Creek  area  is 
completely  unacceptable.  This  area  represents  the  only  natural  area  in  Owyhee  County  that  is 
relatively  unaffected  by  training  operations.  While  protection  of  this  area  is  not  complete  (for 
example,  four  A-IOs  were  observed  violating  the  airspace  restrictions  in  April  30, 1997)  this  area 
provides  an  important  control  area  in  which  wildlife  responses  can  be  compared  to  areas  affected 
by  training  operations.  The  average  sound  increase  from  46  to  S3  db  represents  a  “substantial 
change"  which  would  eliminate  the  opportunity  for  solitude  in  any  pan  of  Owyhee  County.  A 
substantial  winter  population  of  sage  grouse  uses  the  area.  Evety  effort  should  be  made  to 
protect  this  area  considering  the  discussion  on  page  4-131  of  the  potential  effects  of  noise 
disturbance  and  the  considerable  decline  in  sage  grouse  numbers  in  Owyhee  County. 
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Data  cited  on  bedding,  escape,  and  lambing  areas  are  for  Rocky  Mountain  bighorn  sheep  (3-146). 
California  bighorn  sheep  have  different  requirements  and  different  responses.  The  explanation  of 
bighorn  sheep  dieoffs  is  questionable  (3-146-51).  The  area  experienced  drought  conditions  from 
1987  through  1994,  precipitation  from  October  1992  through  September  1993  was  only  1"  above 
1982-96  averages  at  both  Grand  View  and  Silver  City  (NOAA).  The  frequency  of  bunchgrasses 
remained  relatively  sutic  in  the  Little  Jacks  Creek  area  between  1983  and  1994  (BLM 
monitoring  data).  The  cyclic  nature  of  bighorn  populations  cited  in  DEIS  were  all  disease 

[related;  however,  no  disease  titers  were  found  in  bighorn  populations  in  Owyhee  County. 

Therefore  if  weather,  habitat,  and  disease  were  probably  minimal  factors  in  the  decline  of  sheep 
populations,  was  increased  military  activity? 


Survey  data  collected  for  most  wildlife  species  is  relatively  minimat.  often  restricted  to  a  one¬ 
time  visit  which  would  seldom  be  representative  of  potential  animal  activity  for  an  area.  While 
more  surveys  are  planned,  their  mutts  will  not  be  available  until  the  Final  EIS  is  out 

Confidence  intervals  were  not  given  for  pronghorn  population  estimates  near  the  East  Fork  of  the 
Owyhee  River,  therefore  it  is  inappropriate,  and  probabty  inaccurate  considering  CIs  reported  for 
BI-52  thc  Jvbidge  River,  to  suggest  that  population  numbers  are  increasing  in  the  area  (3-152-3). 

Limited  conclusions  can  be  drawn  from  the  minimal  amount  of  data  (one  survey/year)  collected 
on  highly  mobile  animals. 

The  DEIS  considers  ROI  One  as  being  the  12,000  acre  area.  A  buffer  around  this  area  should  be 
DP-70  included  in  this  analysis  as  low  level  approaches  will  certainly  be  initiated  from  beyond  that 
boundary,  therefore  the  afTected  area  would  be  considerably  greater. 

The  treatment  of  noise  levels  is  somewhat  improved  over  previous  EISs  by  the  inclusion  of 
maximum  sound  level  (L^J  and  sound  exposure  level  (SEL)  as  well  as  the  relatively 
meaningless  average  sound  level.  However,  discussion  of  L„,  and  SEL  is  relatively  limited 
beyond  their  description.  Not  surprisingly,  average  noises  are  reported  to  be  below  what  would 
cause  hearing  damage  or  other  problems;  however,  animals  and  people  respond  strongly  to  the 
numerous  above  average  events  (hat  occur  or  are  proposed.  No  matter  how  it  is  measured,  any 
increase  in  sound  levels  has  a  significant  detrimental  impact  on  solitude  in  the  areas  analyzed. 
Almost  all  aircraft  flying  <  10,000  feet  produce  noise  classified  as  annoying  in  the  Schultz  curve. 
Referencing  a  USFS  study  on  noise  without  mentioning  the  degree  (if  any)  of  military  activity  in 
the  study  area  is  misleading.  Average  sound  levels  are  suspect.  For  instance,  expansion  of  the 
Paradise  East  airspace  and  the  additional  126  overflights  would  result  in  no  increase  in  sound 
levels  despite  potential  SELs  of  53-80  db  for  aircraft  flying  between  10,000-20,000  ft. 

Impact  of  increased  and  improved  access  is  generally  understated.  Military  activity  alone  could 
potentially  happen  every  week  of  the  year  which  would  be  a  substantia!  increase  over  cunent 
levels.  Recreational  activity  and  the  potential  problems  (increased  wildfire,  disturbance  to 
wildlife)  would  also  increase  significantly.  The  thirty  widely  dispersed  emitter  sites  have  the 
potential  to  affect  a  large  area  with  increased  access,  habitat  fragmentation,  and  noise  pollution 
(no  mention  is  made  of  alternative  power  sources  -  ie.  solar  -  for  emitters).  Powerlines,  emitters, 
and  the  structures  proposed  w*ould  create  considerable  visual  blight. 
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Affects  of  increased  activity  on  wildlife  are  generally  described  as  being  low;  however,  these 
assertions  are  generally  preceded  by  statements  about  the  relative  lack  of  data  on  the  potential 
impacts  of  training  operations  In  cases  where  evidence  of  negative  effects  exists  (ie.  Ellis  et  al. 
1991,  Gladwin  and  McKechnie  1993),  the  effect  is  minimalized  by  the  explanation  that  average 
noise  levels  will  decrease,  therefore,  impacts  will  be  minimal.  Because  little  data  exists  for 
wildlife  populations  prior  to  or  during  current  military  operation  levels,  it  is  highly  speculative  to 
state  that  impacts  would  be  low.  Impacts  to  songbirds  which  rely  on  sound  for  communication 
and  predator  detection  may  be  significant.  Reporting  average  sound  levels  masks  the  potential 
impact  of  startle  effects  of  sound  on  bighorn  sheep.  Startle  responses  by  sheep  during  lambing 
periods  may  result  in  increased  "accidental"  mortality  of  limbs. 

Wildfire  has  the  potential  to  significantly  affect  the  area;  however  the  DEIS  is  inconsistent  in 
describing  the  potential  for  fire  impacts.  Although  it  is  somewhat  unclear,  the  DEIS  appears  to 
indicate  that  approximately  3,500  acres  of  ROi  One  (at  least  at  Clover  Butte)  would  bum  each 
year.  In  a  4-year  period  the  entire  12,000  acres  would  bum  and  the  potential  to  spread  beyond 
ROI  One  would  be  significant.  This  degree  of  burning,  if  the  result  of  training  operations,  is 
unacceptable. 

We  believe  the  proposed  expansion  of  training  activities  in  the  DEIS  would  have  significant  and 
potentially  irreversible  affects  on  a  variety  of  resources,  therefore,  we  are  opposed  to  the 
proposals  contained  in  the  DEIS. 


Charlotte  Rains 

President,  Golden  Eagle  Audubon  Society 
P.O.  Box  8261 
Boise.  ID  83707 


Steven  K.  Rust 
1201  N.  24th 
Boise,  ID  83702 


United  States  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 
P  O.  Box  329 
Boise.  ID  83701-0329 

RE:  Comments  on  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
GE-2  Dear  Analysis  Team, 

I  have  reviewed  the  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (Eli 
DEIS)  I  am  concerned  about  the  quality  and  scope  of  this  analysis  for  the  enhancement  of 
combat  training  opportunities  for  the  366th  Wing. 

An  environmental  impact  statement  (EIS)  is  required  by  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act 
(NEPA)  to  “serve  as  an  action-forcing  device  to  insure  that  the  policies  and  goals  defined  in  the 
Act  are  infused  into  the  ongoing  programs  and  actions  of  the  Federal  Government"  (CFR  40, 

§  1 502  1).  The  purpose  of  an  EIS  is  to  provide  full  and  fare  discussion  of  significant 
environmental  impacts  and  inform  decision  makers  and  the  public  of  reasonable  alternatives  which 
avoid  or  minimize  adverse  impacts  or  enhance  the  quality  of  the  human  environment.  The  focus  is 
to  be  on  significant  environmental  issues  and  alternatives,  not  accumulation  extraneous 
background  information  Statements  are  to  be  dear,  concise,  and  to  the  point  (CFR  40,  §1502.1). 
In  genera!  the  ETI  DEIS  is  filled  with  to  much  extraneous  background  information.  For  example, 
it  is  not  necessary  to  know  how  particular  aircraft  performed  in  the  Gulf  War.  Numerous, 
repeated  photographs  of  aircraft  associated  with  the  training  range  are  not  needed  and  detract 
from  the  soundness  of  the  environmental  analysis. 


Purpose  and  Need  for  Action.  The  statement  of  the  purpose  and  need  for  action  is  lengthy  and 
unspecific  CFR  40,  §1502.13  states:  "The  statement  shall  briefly  specify  the  underlying  purpose 
and  need  to  which  the  agency  is  responding  in  proposing  the  alternatives  including  the  proposed 
action."  The  ETT  DEIS  requires  nearly  30  pages  to  state  the  following  apparent  purpose  and 
need  for  action-  (1)  The  366th  Wing  must  maintain  readiness  for  its  assigned  missions;  and  (2)  (a) 
the  maintenance  of  readiness  requires  realistic,  battlefield-type  conditions  (b)  which  are  within  a 
reasonable  distance  to  the  air  base  (for  the  purpose  of  efficiency  and  cost -effectiveness)  (ETI 
DEIS  pages  1-16  through  M3,  2-10,  and  ES-3). 

The  purpose  and  need  for  action  is  the  fundamental  basis  for  proposing  an  action  under  NEPA 
and  conducting  an  environmental  analysis  of  that  action.  In  the  ETI  DEIS  the  United  States  Air 
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Force  fails  to  specifically  state  the  purpose  and  need  for  action.  Thus,  the  scope  of  the  analysis  is 
inadequately  defined.  To  effectively  meet  the  intent  of  NEPA,  the  United  States  Air  Force  must 
concisely  state  the  specific  purpose  and  need  of  the  proposed  action  While  the  decisior.(s) 
regarding  actions  proposed  in  the  ETI  DEIS  involve  a  complexity  of  irreplaceable  biological, 
physical,  and  cultural  resources,  the  statement  of  the  purpose  and  need  for  these  actions  should 
take  only  one  to  two  paragraphs. 

Range  of  Alternatives  Considered.  The  purpose  and  need  for  anion  of  the  proposed  Enhanced 
Training  in  Idaho  is;  the  366th  Wing  must  maintain  readiness  for  its  assigned  missions;  this 
requires  efficient  and  cost-effective  training  in  realistic,  battlefield-type  conditions  (ETI  DEIS, 
pages  1-16  through  1-43). 
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gnificance  of  (his  population’ 


Section  4  8  12,  environmental  consequences  of  Alternative  B  -  Clover  Butte.  The  ETI  DEIS 
states-  "To  minimize  the  spread  and  encroachment  of  weed  species  and  reduce  the  potential  for 
fires,  the  primary  ordinance  impact  area  disturbed  by  target  construction  and  maintenance  would 
be  kept  free  of  vegetation  through  disking  "  This  element  of  the  Alternative  is  not  described  (aj 
far  as  I  can  find)  in  the  description  of  the  alternative  (Section  2.0)  This  raises  eoncem  that  there 
are  other  project  activities  that  are  not  described  and  evaluated  in  the  analysis. 


To  effective  attainment  this  purpose  and  need  for  action  it  is  not  necessary  for  the  366th  Wing  to 
be  based  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base  and  use  training  facilities  in  the  local  proximity  of 
Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base  The  maintenance  of  366th  Wing  combat  readiness  and  the 
associated  required  training  could  (and  does  effectively)  occur  at  other  locations  within  Western 
United  States.  Action  alternative*  which  consider  relocating  the  366th  Wing  so  that  appropriate 
opportunities  may  be  provided  by  efficient  and  cost-effective  means  are  within  the  scope  of  this 
“analysis.  In  the  ETI  DEIS  the  United  States  Air  Force  has  failed  to  rigorously  explore  and 
objectively  evaluate  all  reasonable  alternatives  This  is  a  serious  deficiency  which  must  be 
corrected. 

Connected  and  Cumulative  Actions.  As  the  need  for  action  is  largely  related  to  the  availability  of 
local  training  resources,  the  proposed  action  is  necessarily  interdependent  with  the  base  location 
of  the  366th  Wfing.  That  is.  need  to  enhance  training  opportunities  for  the  366th  Wing  is  dearly 
connected  to  the  decision  to  located  the  366th  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base.  In  the 
ETI  DEIS  the  United  States  Air  Force  has  failed  to  comply  with  the  requirements  of  NEPA  to 
evaluate  the  effects  of  fundamentally  connected  and  cumulative  actions 


Appendix  L  (pages  L-J  through  L-4)  descriptions  of  vegetation  do  not  provide  an  indication  of 
the  classification  type  (e  g.,  whether  the  classification  is  natural  potential  vegetation  or  existing 
vegetation)  nor  an  analysis  of  the  similarity  of  each  classification  unit  to  those  described  by  other 
authors.  This  makes  it  difficult  to  evaluated  the  significance  of  potential  environmental 
consequences.  For  example,  is  Agropyron  spicatvm  grassland  described  in  Appendix  L  a  natural 
R!  TA  potential  plant  community?  If  so  this  is  quite  biologically  significant,  as  this  type  of  natural 
dioo  potential  vegetation  has  not  previously  been  described  in  this  region 

Table  3.8-4  differentiates  native  and  non-native  plant  communities  but  provides  no  discussion  of 
which  community  is  considered  native  or  non-native.  For  example,  is  Agropyron  splcatum 
grassland  described  in  Appendix  L  considered  a  native  community  or  is  this  the  result  of  human- 
caused  alteration  of  fire  disturbance  regimes? 

BI-42  One  noxious  weed  is  described  as  occurring  in  the  malysis  area,  Ccrdaria  draka  WTiat  is  the 
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10370  W.  Landmark  Cl. 
Boise,  ID  83704-5482 
September  8, 1997 


P-8-97 

GE-1  To  Whom  it  may  concern, 

klycommeru  iboir  the  Air  Fore  *t  Iceuplsu  to  *xp«nd  bomb  in*  ring*  i  in  Owyhee  county: 

Idont  feet  that  then  is  «iy  direct  three  to  me  or  ray  femity  a  this  time  from  foreign,  force*  thee  would 
meke  an  erempt  to  inwde  thil  country.  The  biggin  tire e  I  feel  right now  is  th£  you  »01  uk*  eeen  more 
public  tads  in  this  «ate  for  your  eamtiet.1  know  th*  Idaho  ii  not  the  only  piece  the  tte  military  ii 
trying  to  pin  more  land  at  this  time,  k  has  been  tcknowlepd  th£  you  doatneed  this  upansion. 
Therefore  it  is  my  conclusion,  as  a  third  generation  Idaho  an  (  my  pmdfather  was  a  seal  far  the  Ore gon 
trail,  led  wagon  trains  across  the  Snake  a  Three  Island  crossing  aid  wu  one  of  the  Qrst  settlers  in  the 
Glenns  Ferry  valley)  that  the  Air  Force  presents  the  biggest  threat  of  invasion  to  the  State  of  Idaho  C  this 
time. 

Who  will  protect  m  from  yotr  inaasiom? 

Gary  Hall 
C336  wPrsp«Ct 
Boise  Id  63703 


U.S.  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 
P.O.  Box  329 
Boise,©  83701-0329 

GE-2  Dear  Sir  or  Madam: 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (ETIDEJS).  Jack  Tnjeblood  and  I  are  submitting 
joint  comments  on  the  ETDDEIS.  Jack  and  I  have  camped,  hunted  and  fished  the  Owyhee 
Country  for  a  number  of  years.  We  enjoy  the  uniqueness  of  the  canyon  lands  and  the 
associated  plateaus,  plus  the  great  diversity  of  wildlife  found  in  the  Owyhee,  Bruneau  and 
Jarbidge  canyon  lands  and  the  adjacent  uplands  and  plateaus.  Another  source  of 
enjoyment  is  the  quiet  and  solitude  these  primitive  areas  offer,  the  isolation  and  serenity 
found  in  this  area  is  always  a  welcome  break  from  the  urban/suburban  environment  We 
also  enjoy  viewing  and  studying  the  cultural  material  as  pan  of  our  recreational 
experience.  The  amenities,  both  physical  and  spiritual,  mein  a  great  deal  to  us,  and  the 
degree  we  enjoy  each  outing. 

Jack  and  I  urge  you  to  adopt  Alternative  A,  No  Action.  We  believe  that  any 
further  expansion  of  airspace  or  physical  facilities  will  diminish  and  ultimately  destroy 
the  intrinsic  values  of  the  Owyhee  Country.  After  reading  and  analyzing  the  DEIS  we 
have  three  areas  of  concern  and  some  collateral  issue  needing  resolution.  The  areas  are 
airspace  expansion  over  Jacks  Creek  area,  noise  and  wildlife  impacts: 

Airspace  Expansion 
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Expanding  the  airspace  over  the  Jacks  Creek  area  would  jeopardize  the  wilderness 
character  and  wildlife  of  this  area.  The  DEIS  does  not  evaluate  this  action;  therefore  this 
proposal  should  be  eliminated.  Jacks  Creek  and  its  surrounding  environs  is  yearlong 
habitat  for  upland  game  birds,  and  it  is  important  wintering  habitat  for  sage  grouse, 
“pronghorn,  mule  deer  and  big  horn  sheep.  Whenever  we  are  upland  bird  hunting  in  this 
area  in  November  and  December,  we  observe  bands  of  all  these  animals.  On  one  hunting 
trip  in  December  ofl996  my  partner  and  I  observed  approximately  100  wintering  sage 
grouse  on  the  uplands  adjacent  to  Big  Jacks  Creek,  plus  a  band  of  big  hom  sheep. 
Incursion  by  military  aircraft  on  a  continuing  basis  would  be  detrimental  to  the  wildlife 
using  this  ecosystem. 


NO-1 

NO-U 


We  believe  the  analysis  of  the  noise  level  created  by  military  aircraft  over  the 
proposed  areas  is  flawed.  First,  trying  to  apply  a  model  to  the  Owyhee  Country  defies 
practicality.  Models  ire  poor  predictors  of  the  effect  of  noise  on  humans  recreating  in  the 
primitive  and  wilderness  areas  of  the  proposals,  likewise,  as  regards  to  the  impact  of 
"noise  on  wildlife  inhabiting  the  proposal  areas.  The  Depart  of  the  Air  Force, 
Environment,  Safety  and  Occupational  Health  Strategies  Plan  states  there  are  currently  no 
studies  which  truly  determine  the  effects  of  noise  levels,  sonic  booms,  super  -  sonic 
operations  and  subsonic  operations  on  humans,  animals  or  structures. 
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_  Secondly,  the  DEIS  fails  to  evaluate  the  intrinsic  values  of  quiet  and  solitude  in 
primitive  and  wilderness  areas.  People  recreating  use  the  Owyhee  Country  because  of  its 
remoteness,  primitive  transportation  routes  (roads)  and  to  escape  the  constant 
bombardment  of  sound  experienced  in  the  urban/suburban  areas.  Adoption  of  the 
airspace  expansion  and  Alternatives  B,  C  and  D  would  destroy  what  so  many  hunters, 
fisherman  and  general  recreationists  value  highly. 


Wildlire  and  Wildlife  Habitat 

I  After  analyzing  the  impacts  on  wildlife  and  wildlife  habitat,  we  found  them 

BI-18  I  «nd  inadequate.  Specifically,  the  analysis  of  sage  grouse  is  woefully  short  of 
|  substance.  On  page  3-141  is  the  statement  'The  Idaho  sage  grouse  management  plan, 
presently  in  draft  form,  lists  the  goal  and  objectives  of  the  IDFG  to  form  a  Idaho  Sage 
Grouse  Task  Force  to  develop  a  strategy  to  improve  sage  grouse  populations  in  Idaho. 
This  is  not  a  recovery  plan  and  does  not  establish  funding  sources  or  criteria  for  sage 
grouse  recovery."  This  is  an  erroneous  interpretation.  First,  it  was  the  Idaho  Sage 
Grouse  Task  Force  that  played  a  major  role  in  the  draft  plan.  The  drift  now  has  been 
approved  and  adopted  by  the  Idaho  Fish  and  Game  Commission.  As  a  member  of  the 
task  force  I  reviewed  several  of  the  drafts,  including  the  final  draft;  the  plan  does  make 
provisions  for  funding  and  does  include  criteria  for  recovery.  It  also  has  provisions  for 
local  work  groups  to  work  on  recovery  strategies  for  the  sage  grouse.  I  have  already 
requested  the  Region  3,  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  initiate  action  to  form  a 
working  group  for  the  Owyhee  Country. 


Sage  grouse  are  one  of  the  species  that  can  experience  some  mortality  and  recover 
in  a  generation,  but  take  away  their  habitat  and  the  population  is  severely  diminished  or 
eliminated.  Sage  grouse  reproduction  and  recruitment  is  slower  than  most  other  game 
birds.  This  poses  a  challenge  to  our  recovery  efforts.  The  conversion  and  loss  of  sage 
grouse  habitat.  The  proposals  presented  in  the  DEIS  would  do  jeopardize  the  future  of 
the  sage  grouse  in  the  Owyhee  Country. 


BM 


n 


Generally,  the  DEIS  is  deficient  in  the  analysis  of  wildlife  and  wildlife  habitat  in 
the  areas  to  be  imparted.  Seasonal  needs  of  wildlife  are  simply  disregarded  We  believe 
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the  Air  Force's  commitment  to  the  welfare  of  wildlife  and  wildlife  is  weak  to 
nonexistent. 


Issues  Requiring  Resolution 

Other  issues  needing  more  analyses  are: 

l.  Changes  in  recreational  use  brought  about  by  increased  access  through 
improved  roads.  • 

Limited  access  due  to  military  operations  and  activities. 

Potential  loss  of  primitive  recreational  areas  to  the  proposed  target 
sites 

Potential  loss  of  solitude  and  serenity  often  found  in  primitive  and 
wilderness  settings  and  the  concomitant  loss  of  primitive  and 
wilderness  characteristics. 
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Conclusions 
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The  DEIS  does  not  adequately  address  concerns  and  issues  relevant  to  the 
potential  impact  of  the  proposed  anions  on  the  ecosystem  and  natural  resources  of 
southwest  Idaho.  This  DEIS  addresses  issues  and  concerns  as  though  the  location  was 
merely  empty  space  with  little  wildlife  and  few  people.  The  proposals  in  the  DEIS  must 
recognize  the  distinctive  character  of  the  area  as  both  a  natural  and  national  ecological 
treasure  Issues  needing  further  attention  include  the  impact  of  expanding  air  space  over 
public  lands,  impact  of  noise,  the  intrinsic  value  of  quiet  and  solitude,  impacts  on  wildlife 
and  wildlife  habitat  and  the  impact  on  primitive  and  wilderness  areas. 


We  doubt  the  need  for  the  training  enhancement.  Ample  training  is  available  in 
PN*14  Ncvada  An  auditor's  report  released  by  the  Inspector  General  of  the 

Department  of  Defense  in  1995  concluded  the  range  is  not  needed  for  the  same  reasons 


The  canyon  lards  of  the  Owyhee  Country  and  associated  plateaus  and  uplands 
(mostly  public  lands)  constitutes  a  high  desert  ecosystem  which  is  unique  not  only  in  this 
nation,  also  unique  in  the  world.  These  lands  contain  an  incredible  diversity  of  wildlife 
and  vegetation  which  has  existed  for  a  very  long  time.  The  Owyhee  Country  provides 
unsurpassed  outdoor  opportunities  not  only  for  the  citizens  of  Idaho,  but  for  ail  persons 
sharing  an  appreciation  of  nature's  beauty  and  bounty.  The  Owyhee  lands  of  southwest 
Idaho  are  to  valuable  to  risk  by  the  addition  of  more  military  activities  and  operations, 
whose  impact  on  these  lands  remains  uncertain.  The  unique  lands  of  southwest  Idaho 
must  be  protected  as  a  resource  linking  our  past  with  a  promising  future.  After  all,  this  is 
all  we  have  left  of  a  vast  public  land  heritage. 
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Jack  ird  I  join  virtually  every  corse  nation,  recreation,  fishing  and  hunting 
organization  in  the  rate,  and  the  thousands  of  citizens  in  urging  the  adoption  of 
Alternative  A,  No  Action  as  described  in  the  DEIS 

Cordially, 


- - 

Russel!  W.  Heughins 


Jack  Trjeblood 


h. 

IDAHO  BIRD  HUNTERS,  INC 

(Affiliate  of  the  Idaho  Wildlife  Federation) 

PO  But  4413 

Boise.  (D  13707 

003.103 
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September  7, 1997 


U  S  Aar  Force/Bureau  of  Lend  Mana gement 

P  0  Box  339 

Boise,  ID  *370 1-0339 


GE*2  To  Whom  U  May  Concern 1 


Aftached  are  the  comments  of  the  Idaho  Bird  Horten,  Inc  on  the  Enhanced  Trot ninf  In  Idaho 
Deaf!  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (TTJDEIS)  Wt  trust  our  co  net  ml  will  provide  information  uiehil 
in  relating  tie  proposed  actions  to  the  needs  of  the  lend,  wildlife  and  homan  retourcei  of  the  Owyhee 
Canyonlands  and  associated  plateaus  and  uplands  -  a  truly  unique  area,  one  of  the  gems  that  makes  Idaho 
the  gem  Rate 

The  Idaho  Bird  Huntert  represents  a  group  of  hunters  that  devote  much  of  their  leituie  tome  to  the 
conservation  and  hunting  of  game  birds  We  have  drawn  on  the  netourtcj  of  our  membership  In  preparing 
our  comments.  Our  organization  sham  the  common  concern  about  the  advisability  in  expanding  training 
in  Idaho,  as  expressed  by  a  vast  miraber  of  citizens  and  organcadons  in  the  state  of  Idaho 

Our  organization  ttmcgfy  recommends  the  adoption  of  Alternative  A  the  No  Action  alternative 
We  fee!  and  believe,  the  oarural  resources  of  the  area  are  too  unique  and  valuable  to  risk  -  they  are  all  we 
have  remaining  Any  increase  in  milita/y  activity  from  the  present  will  further  endanger  wltdtife  tod 
valuable  wildlife  habitat  Our  aaatais  indicates  that  Alternatives  B.  C.  and  D  do  aot  provide  sufficient 
ttwnncu  that  the  resources  of  the  area  will  be  sufficiently  protected 

The  Idaho  Bird  Hunters  concurs  with  the  comments  of  the  Owyhee  Canyonlands  Coalition  and  the 
many  other  conservation,  sportsman,  wsldli/e  and  recreation  or ganizauom  who  share  our  concerns 
regarding  the  future  of  wildlife  and  wildlife  habitat  in  the  region.  Ape* merit  among  such  diver* 
organizatiaci  is  indicative  of  the  degree  of  public  concern  surrounding  the  Enhanced  T'Otnlnf  In  Idaho 
DEIS 


We  trust  ocr  comments  will  help  in  preserving  the  unique  character  of  these  wild  and  independem 
lands  emblematic  of  the  life  we  in  Itfcho  so  highly  value 


Director 


c 


:j.ig3 


og:.ig3 


Com  meats  of  the  Idaho  Bird  Buotcrt,  lac 
To  the 

Enhanced  Tnuoiag  in  Idaho 
Draft  EovirooaKOtal  Impact  Statement 


latroduetloo 


Tlw  Idaho  Bird  Huttien  appreciates  the  Opportune  to  comment  on  the  U  S.  Air  Force's  Enhtmctd 
Training  In  Idaho  Of  aft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (ETIDEIS)  Our  orgimzatico  is  an  organization 
of  individuals  dedicated  to  the  sport  of  game  bud  hunting  and  the  conservation  of  game  birds  and  their 
habitat  We  plan,  carryout  and  participate  in  Kabul  enhancement  projects  for  game  birds  and  other 
wildlife  species  Many  of  our  members  have  enjoyed  .  for  generations,  the  atwndar*  wildlife,  scenic 
beauty,  cultural  rites,  natural  tranquility  and  the  training  uniqueness  of  Idaho’s  southwestern  high  desert 
ecosystem.  We  hope  io  continue  to  enjoy  the  ametities  of  this  region  free  of  further  encroachment  and 
depidation. 


lUcoauneodi  float 


BI-18 


J.  f age  1-49  -  Emitter  sites  Bl.  AV,  AQ.  ID,  At',  A),  AT,  AC  should  not  be  in  operation  in 
the  winter  or  spring  because  tl  conflicts  with  sage  grouse  critical  periods  Also,  ND- J,  ND-4. 
ND-7  and  ND-S  act  in  crocal  sage  grouse  habitat  or  abut  the  cntiol  habitat  and, 
consequently,  should  not  be  constructed.  5  uoct  the  issuance  of  this  DEIS,  the  Idaho  Fish  and 
Come  Commission  has  adopted  the  sage  pouse  recovery  plan,  making  it  a  viable  and 
_  legitimate  plan. 


BM9 

RV-3 


t]  Military  Operations  Ami  fMOA)  modification  for  the  lacks  Deck  area  is  not 

.  environmentally  analyzed  No  biological,  recreational  or  other  appropriate  evaluation  has 
beta  conducted 


NO -4 


4.  Page  7-47  An  increase  in  mining  is  indiea Led  The  DEIS  doe*  not  evaluate  the  effects  of  the 
os  icing  in  terms  of  actual  use  time,  but  addresses  the  use  averaged  over  a  24  hour  period  We 
do  not  believe  averaging  depicts  the  actual  conditions  existing  at  the  time  of  the  event. 


BI-57 


S.  Page  2-72  Wha:  percentage  of  bombs  fall  outside  the  640  acre  training  range?  What  will  be 
the  impact  in  specific  terms  to  wildlife  and  habitat. 


The  Idaho  Bird  Hunters  recommends  the  adopuoa  of  Alternative  A  -  No  Ami  on  which  maintains  current 
practices  in  Owyhee  County  wiihout  increasing  Mititazy  Operating  Airt^ce  This  lecommenditioo  is 
fou ratal  on  milk  nee  indication  that  implementation  of  Altenrauves  B.  C  and  D  will  result  io  the  loss  and 
/or  degradation  of  native  wildlife  habitais  and  associared  wildlife  populations  through  the  impacts  of  noise, 
thrat  emitters  and  lasers  on  wildlife  species  and  retaied  impacts  of  training  activities  Likewise,  teh 
activities  diminish  hunting  and  fishing  reertaiioral  opportunities  These  conclusions  reflect  the  position 
Ukn  by  two  substantively  different  Idaho  Fish  and  Game  Commissions  and  a  variety  of  fish  and  pme 
organizations,  wildlife  conservation  and  recreational  organizations 

Our  coream  regards  not  only  the  welfare  of  the  fish  and  wildlife  in  the  area,  but  the  inevitable  loss  of 
quality  of  outdoor  experiences  for  all  users  of  ihit  re  mar  table  country  Moving  the  airspace  boundary  to 
the  north  will  allow  the  Air  Force  to  put  a  drastic  increase  io  noise  in  thai  area  which  is  not  acceptable. 
Additionally,  pound  range  expansion  in  either  of  ihe  three  propo«d  sites  will  result  in  land  disturbance 
md  habitat  loss,  also  ongoing  human  activities  which  aegatively  impact  wildLfe  Among  the  various 
analyses  of  all  parties  to  the  issue  of  expanding  the  training  range,  on  significant  fact  remains  undisputed 
Anr  increased  military  activity  in  the  ana  tnCQmjasKd  br.l_h.t.tsnaasioo  will  b»v<  a  deleterious 
effect  on  wildlife  and  wildlife  babitit,  and  concomitant!*,  on  the  outlirv  of  life  for  all  Idahoans  for 
generations  to  come.  Arguing  degrees  of  potential  impacts  on  wildL/e  ignores  this  banc  far. 

Certainly,  few  people  question  the  need  for  national  military  security  and  pre^rednexs  Likewise,  citizens 
and  their  government  have  an  obligation  io  acknowledge.  preserve  and  protect  the  natural  resources  which 
art  unique,  and  which  if  altered  by  imprudent  human  actions,  may  inexincabty  charge  the  reiourcei  and 
permanently  lose  the  resources. 

Analytes  aod  Assessment!  of  Impacts  on  Wildlife  tod  Btbhat 

The  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  reports  that  wildlife  populations  may  respond  to  loss  of  individual 
-animals  within  a  generation,  but  loss  of  critical  living  space  is  permanent  and  irreplaceable  Analysis  of  the 
impact!  of  expartaed  training  must  reflect  Ihe  impacts  on  wildlife  habitat  in  the  area  The  DEIS  sure  that 
wildlife  and  habitat  will  be  affected  anytime  military  activities  occur  DeiaJed  analyses  of  the  DEIS 
thaws  the  impan  of  additional  military  activities  will  be  more  than  the  minimal  ttf.ecied  m  the  document. 
The  Idaho  Bird  Hunters  believ  e  '-he  following  issues  require  resolution- 

|T  Page  1-21  -  *•  drop  targets  Lacks  description  of  simulated  weapon  deliveries,  for  example. 

DP-62  I  minimum  alrirude.  air  space  end  noise 


4.  Page  2-72  In  our  view,  southwest  Idaho  has  been  fortunate  to  escape  mishap*  die  to  flares 
np  to  this  lime,  however,  we  feel  the  use  of  flares  should  not  be  used  below  3000  AGL,  and 
the  effect  of  chaff  on  the  entire  ecosystem  must  be  scientifically  studied 


1.  Page  2-74  More  srudy  and  research  on  the  effect  of  combat  laser  use  is  needed  before  the 
loser  use  is  implemented. 


BI-54 


Page  2-7*  The  ETI  proposals  violate  the  miliption  measure*  stated  in  table  2-1-16*10  for 
wildlife,  especially  sagr  grouse,  also  it  violates  the  tnitiption  for  the  no  (bop  sites  adjacent  to 
the  Bruneau  Canyon 


9.  Page  2-90,  table  2-13-16*10.  MOA  expansion  just  relocates  the  disturbance  over  more 
Critical  wildlife  habiut  The  rwo  Jacks  Creek  drainages  and  associated  plateaus  jxoride  year 
long  use  by  wildlife,  and  is  especially  critical  in  the  late  fall  and  throughout  the  winter  for 
sage  grouse,  paoaghoms,  mule  deer  and  b»g  hom  sheep  These  (bain*  get  are  also  wilderness 
rudy  areas. 

CIO  Page  3-91  Because  no  drop  (ND4)  and  emitter  sites  BK  and  AU  already  exist  is  not 

sufficient  reason  for  not  conducting  ■  biological  survey  of  the  area  around  ihe  met.  The 
survey  should  extend  one  mile  out  from  and  around  the  rite  for  one  mile  to  assess  the  effects 
of  human  intrusion  and  noise  The  area  around  ND-I  it  rage  grouse  habitat  and  it  noi  a 
suitable  site  for  a  no  drop  site 


11  Page  3-122  Clover  Butte  is  critical  uge  grouse  habiut  since  80  percent  of  Mge  rouse 
habiut  east  of  the  Bruneau  has  been  destroyed  by  wildfires  All  rage  grouse  habitat  it  critical 
10  Ihe  recovery  of  sage  grouse  populations 


BI-22  [jJ 


Page  3-124  No  drop  target  area  Is  wintering  area 
This  needs  biological  evaluation 


deer  and  upland  game  birds. 


BM8 


13  Page  3-141  The  33  pome  observed  it  Clover  Butte  represents  approximately  20  percent  of 
Ow  population  cart  of  the  Bruneau  Rn  er  and  they  are  critical  to  sage  grouse  recovery  in  that 

Carca.  The  no  drop  target  and  emmet  site  near  Clover  Bune  art  not  compatible  with  the  uge 
pouse  recovery  plan  recert!)  approved  by  the  Idaho  Fish  and  Game  Commission 


278 


Written  Comments 


001103 


001103 


W.  The  4  J  Ranch,  owned  and  operated  by  the  Nature  Conservancy  and  located  near  the  South 
Fork  of  the  Owyhee  River,  provides  valuable  habitat  for  bij  horn  iheep  and  many  other 
wildlife  Jpeclev  An  airspace  buffer  zone  li  needed  to  reduce  dicu/bance.  No  low  altitude 
flying  should  be  allowed  over  the  ranch  proper!)'  or  surrounding  land. 


PN-14 


Our  organization  Is  nor  convinced  the  training  expansion  is  needed.  Ample  training  is  available  in  Utah 
and  Nevada.  An  auditor's  report  released  by  the  Inspector  General  of  the  Department  of  Defense  in  199$ 
concluded  the  range  is  nor  needed  for  the  same  reasons.  We  doubt  the  base  will  dose  for  the  lack  of  an 
expanded  local  training  area 


LU-6 


13. 


A  National  Conservation  Area  has  been  proposed  for  the  Owyhee  Canyonlands  and  the 
Brunei  u  -  Jarbidge  areas.  A  draft  of  the  proposal  is  currently  it  the  Department  of  Interior 
for  consideration.  Expanded  military  airspace  and  ground  expansion  activities  should  nor  be 
allowed  to  compromise  the  proposal 


NO- 11 


The  Air  Force's  Environment,  Safety,  and  Occupational  Health  Strategies  Plan  states  there  are  currently  no 
studies  which  truly  determine  the  effects  of  noise  levels,  sonic  booms,  super-sonic  operations  and  subsonic 
operations  on  humans,  aramali  or  structures.  Because  the  issues  of  noise,  quit  and  solitude  are  an 
important  elements  of  the  proposed  plans,  we  believe  ouch  more  remains  to  be  accomplished  before  the 
■  preparation  of  the  final  E1S  and  decision. 


16.  Page  4-15  The  criteria  for  noise  to  the  uninitiated  may  appear  reasonable  under  general  and 
broad  circumstances.  The  problem  with  models  is  they*  are  based  on  theory  or  conjecture  and 
are  statistical.  While  statistics  are  considered  factual,  the  users  of  said  statistics  ray  not. 
Herein  ties  the  problem.  The  noise  model  may  work  elsewhere,  say  in  an  urban  or  suburban 
area,  but  does  not  work  or  apply  well  in  others,  recent  public  discussion  bean  this  out  In  the 
cinyonlands  of  southwest  Idaho  and  their  associated  plateaus  the  model  fails  because  people 

C highly  value  quiet  and  solitude.  The  DEIS,  through  its  authors,  fails  to  grasp  the  significance 
of  quiet  and  solitude  in  the  recreational  life  of  Idahoans.  The  flawed  reasoning  appearing  in 
the  DEIS  needs  to  be  revisited.  Relying  on  Boise  averaging  is  one  of  the  big  reasons  for  the 
flawed  assumptions  on  the  impact  of  aircraft  noise  in  primitive  and  wilderness  areas. 

17.  Page  4-108  Studies  of  the  effect  and  impact  of  aircraft  noise  on  sage  grouse  needs  to  be 
conducted  before  the  final  E1S  is  completed. 

18.  Page  4-131  Studies  on  the  effect  and  impact  of  long  term  overflights  on  gamebirds  needs  to 
be  conducted  prior  to  the  preparation  of  the  final  EIS. 


The  Owyhee  Cartyonlands,  the  Bruneau  and  Jarbidge  Cinyonlands  and  their  adjacent  plateaus  of  southwest 
Idaho,  coosising  mostly  public  land  enjoyed  by  the  citizens  of  this  state  and  other  states,  constitutes  a  high 
desert  ecosystem  unique  in  the  world  These  lands  contain  an  incredible  diversity  of  wildlife  and 
vegetation  which  has  exisred  for  millions  of  year*.  The  Owyhee  Country  provides  unsurpassed  outdoor 
opportunities  not  only  for  Idahoans,  but  for  all  persons  sharing  an  appreciation  of  namre's  beauty  and 
bounty  The  anyonlands  of  southwest  Idaho  are  to  valuable  to  be  risked  by  additional  military  activities 
whose  impact  on  these  lands  remains  uncertain.  These  unique  lands  must  be  protected  is  a  resource  linking 
our  past  with  a  promising  figure. 

The  Iddto  Bird  Hunters  joins  virtually  ever)'  conservation,  recreation  and  sportsman  organizations  in  the 
sate  and  thousands  of  duress  is  recommending  the  adoption  of  Alternative  A,  No  Action  as  described  in 
(he  Draft  Environmental  Impwt  Statement. 


Assesstneot  of  Impacts  on  Social,  Cultural  and  Recreational  Resources 

The  DEIS  analysis  does  not  recognize  or  address  the  intrinsic  values  of  quiet  and  solitude.  As  previously 
sated,  the  problem  rests  with  the  reliance  on  modeling  and  averaging  noise. 


Claiming  there  will  be  no  impact  on  the  recreation  indistry  is  an  unfounded  claim.  Much  of  the  recreation 
in  the  anyonlands  and  primitive  areas  focuses  on  quiet  and  solitude.  Aircraft  noise  will  eliminate  these 
important  elements,  thereby,  directly  impacting  the  income  of  the  recreational  industry.  Tourism  is  a 
major  source  of  revenue  for  Idaho.  If  the  public  perceives  the  Owyhee  Country  as  a  military  reservation, 
tourism  will  suffer  looses. 


Other  issues  needing  more  analysis  include; 

RV-13  I  F  Changa  in  recreational  use  brought  about  by  increased  access  through  improved  roads. 
kV-U  p[  Limited  access  and  closures  due  to  military  operations. 

R  V-  Ip  I?  Potential  toss  of  primitive  recreation  areas  to  proposed  target  sues. 

RV-V  Li  Potential  loss  of  solitude  and  serenity  often  found  in  primitive  and  wilderness  aemngs.  and  the 
concomitant  loss  of  primitive  and  wilderness  characteristics. 


Conclusion 


PR-12 


The  DEIS  does  not  sufficiently  address  concerns  and  issues  relevant  to  the  potential  impact  of  the  proposed 
actions  on  the  ecosystem  and  natural  resources  of  southwest  Idaho.  Concerns  and  issues  art  addressed  like 
the  location  was  merely  an  empty  space  with  little  wildlife  or  people.  The  DEIS  must  recognize  the 
distinctive  character  of  the  area  as  both  a  natural  and  national  ecological  treasure.  Issues  requiring  farther 
study  Include  the  impact  of  increased  airspace  over  public  lands,  impact  of  noise,  the  intrinsic  value  of 
quiet  and  solitude,  impacts  on  wildlife  and  wildlife  habitat  and  the  Impact  an  primitive  and  wilderness 
areas. 


0GiiG4 
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James  CaJderwood  Burnham 
HI 39  Gila  Drive 
Kuna.  Idaho  83634 

Septembers,  1997 

US  Air  Foree/Buieau  of  Land  Mgxnt. 

P.O.  Box  329 

Boise,  Idaho  83701-0329 

Re:  Public  Comment  against  the  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho  (ETI)  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement  (DEIS) 

GE-2  To  the  BLM  and  the  USAF; 

1.  NEPA  does  not  permit  the  USAF  to  continue  repeated  submission  of  various  proposals 
over  the  eourse  of  eight  (8)  and  more  years  where  all  of  those  proposals  have  the  exact  same 
goal.  In  seeking  enhanced  training  in  Idaho  through  the  use  of  several  scuttled  efforts,  and  row 
through  the  ETI  DEIS,  the  USAF  has  perpetrated  upon  the  American  People  one  gargantuan 
waste  of  agency  money,  time'  and  energy.  This  waste  amounts  to  a  “fleecing  of  America.”  If  this 
inexcusable  waste  were  limited  to  impacts  on  the  agency,  then  it  might  be  tolerable,  though 
reprehensible,  where  the  burden  »s  apportioned  over  the  American  People  at  large.  However, 
individual  citizens  and  groups  have  been  called  upon  to  defend  the  United  States  against  the 
USAF  to  the  tune  of  countless  thousands  of  dollars,  hours,  and  personal  commitments. 

The  purpose  of  public  participation  in  the  NEPA  process  is  to  assist  in  more  informed 
agency  decision  making.  However,  while  NEPA  anticipates  public  participation  in  the  agency 
process,  this  purpose  has  thus  far  been  ignored  by  the  USAF.  Instead,  at  least  since  the  1989 
scoping  hearings,  the  USAF  has  milked  the  people  for  their  ideas  and  genius  for  the  sole 
apparent  purpose  of  “testing  the  waters”  and  to  see  what  the  USAF  could  “get  away  with" 
politically.  The  USAF  has  continued  incremental  scale-baek  of  each  new  proposal  over  the  years 
with  the  intent  of  finally  landing  on  a  palpable  alternative  while  still  maximizing  the  agency 
"dream  sheet." 

The  USAF  abuse  of  process  becomes  manifest  in  comparing  the  various  NEPA  processes 
over  the  yean  in  light  of  the  representations  made  by  the  agency  in  support  of  each  process.  For 
one  limited  example,  the  USAF  told  the  public  each  alternative  in  the  ITR  DEIS  was  a  legitimate 
alternative.  The  USAF  now  tells  the  public  each  alternative  in  the  ETI  DEIS  is  a  legitimate 
alternative.  If  these  assertions  are  correct,  then  why  are  the  alternatives  of  the  ITR  DEIS  not 
included  in  the  ETI  DEIS?  Why  are  the  North  and  South  ITR  alternatives  rot  in  the  ETI  DEIS? 

D”*'  4  why  did  the  USAF  fail  to  consider  the  ETI  DEIS  Grasmere  site  in  the  ITR  DEIS?  Now,  apply 
this  extremely  limited  example  to  the  entire  administrative  record  generated  by  the  USAF  and  the 


BLM  since  1989.  Cross  reference  all  the  alternatives  and  proposals.  Then  explain  why  the 
USAF  should  not  be  branded  a  liar? 

The  conduct  of  the  USAF  over  the  years  justifies  the  award  of  a  medal  of  dishonor. 

The  USAF  continues  to  tell  the  public  a  good-faith  effort  is  being  made  to  address  a 
reasonable  range  of  alternatives  and  yet  the  USAF  keeps  rejecting  old  alternatives  and  coming  up 
with  new  ones.  The  eight  (8)  year  course  of  events  demonstrates  that  each  new  NEPA  process  is 
really  a  separate  set  of  alternatives  in  one  long,  drawn  out,  bifurcated,  disjointed  process, 
resulting  in  huge  expense,  anger,  and  attrition  in  a  community  which  seeks  only  to  participate  in 
a  legitimate  NEPA  process  and  to  protect  the  United  States  from  attack  by  the  USAF. 

NEPA  contemplates  one  good  faith  agency  effort,  in  draft  form,  to  be  amended  in  a  Final 
EIS  if  necessary.  Circumstances  may  (if  sufficient  changes  occur),  call  for  a  new  NEPA  process 
on  the  rare  occasion.  However,  the  circumstances  here  have  not  changed.  The  USAF  still  wants 
now  what  It  wanted  in  1989.  While  training  methods  and  the  world  defense  situation  have 
changed  over  the  years,  such  changes  are  not  relevant  to,  nor  have  they  materially  altered  the 
USAF  training  dream  sheet  as  articulated  over  the  years  in  the  combined  administrative  record 
for  each  failed  and  ongoing  process. 

The  undersigned  participated  extensively  in  the  1989  scoping  process,  followed  by 
extensive  comments  on  the  ITR  DEIS,  and  litigation  involving  the  AF1  EIS.  On  behalf  of 
another  participant,  sixty  five  (65)  pages  of  single  space,  line  item  comments  were  submined 
regarding  the  ITR  DEIS.  Now,  I’m  called  upon  once  again  to  comment  on  more  of  the  same.  I 
tire  of  this!  Why  should  1  submit  derailed,  line  item  comments  on  the  ITR  DEIS? 

Does  NEPA  contemplate  a  war  of  attrition  between  the  public  and  the  USAF?  Does 
NEPA  contemplate  the  public's  continued  participation  until  the  USAF  gets  it  right1  Is  NEPA  a 
new  type  of  service  obligation  for  those  who  want  to  defend  their  country?  Is  the  tour  of  duty 
eight  years?  What  if  the  USAF  loses  this  go-around?  What  made  the  USAF  think  it  lost  the  last 
go-around?  If  public  comments  are  limited  to  assistance  in  more  informed  agency  decisions, 
why  didn't  the  USAF  continue  the  ITR  EIS  process?  Could  it  be  public  comment  can  achieve 
veto  sums  in  the  NEPA  process?  Must  the  public  continue  well  into  the  next  century  if  the 
USAF  loses  this  go-around? 

For  the  foregoing  reasons,  and  because  I  cannot  be  expected  to  continue  participating  in 
this  fraud  in  a  detailed,  line  item  response,  year  after  year,  l  hereby  incorporate  by  reference,  as  if 
set  forth  in  full,  the  entire  USAF  and  BLM  administrative  record(s)  generated  since  19SS  as 
it/they  relate  to  the  USAF  and  all  of  its  training  proposals  in  Idaho.  For  my  comments  on  the 
ETI  DEIS,  refer  to  said  record(s)  and  respond,  in  derail,  to  each  and  every  public  comment 
therein.  Then,  respond  to  each  such  comment  and  alternative  in  light  of  the  above  comments 
regarding  alternatives  and  the  various  proposals  over  time.  This  comment  will  serve  as  an 


Public  Comments  Against  the  ETI  DEIS  - 1  - 


Public  Comments  Against  the  ETI  DEIS  -  2  - 


Written  Comments 


OCXic.-i 


ongoing  public  comment  for  the  next  USAF  proposal  for  training  in  Idaho,  regardless  of  the  new 
acronym  used,  including,  but  not  limited  to  ATI,  ITF,  ETA,  AFT,  TAFI,  ABC,  XYZ  and  etc. 


2,  If  the  major  alleged  problem  with  the  existing  situation  revolves  around  the  location  of 
the  Saylor  Creek  Range  on  the  fringe  of,  instead  of  in  the  center  of  existing  air  space,  explain 
what  efforts,  if  any,  have  been  taken  to  date  to  work  with  the  FAA  and  other  relevant  entities  to 
reconfigure  the  air  space  in  a  fashion  so  Saylor  Creek  Range  is  in  the  center  thereof.  Before  you 
trash  this  question  with  some  off-band  comment,  explain  why  it  would  be  any  more  difficult  or 
impossible  to  make  such  alterations  or  to  fight  with  relevant  agencies,  than  it  would  be  to 
proceed  as  you  have  for  the  last  eight  (8)  years,  fighting  the  public,  the  BLM,  your  own 
consultants,  and  various  state  and  federal  agencies. 

Try  placing  the  Saylor  Creek  Range  at  the  center  of  your  air  space  and  putting  your  low 
flights,  super  sonic  flights,  and  bomb-drops  on  the  worthless,  ©ver-gri2ed  and  denuded  desert 
around  the  Interstate  north-west  and  south-east  of  Mountain  Home,  Idaho.  Try  using  the  plowed- 
up  lands  and  the  cheat  grass,  mustard,  and  non-native  tumble  weeds  in  and  around  the  Orchard 
Training  Range.  Fly  over  noisy  and  ruined  urban  arras  where  silence  is  not  sought,  or  even  an 
option,  and  where  nothing  left  of  America  lives  any  way. 

Such  reconfiguration  may  call  for  civilian  commercial  routes  over  the  Owhyee  Country  at 
30,000  feel.  However,  while  this  may  be  objectionable,  it  would  be  far  preferable  to  USAF 
continued  operations  in  the  area. 

3.  Both  the  USAF  and  the  BLM  need  to  tell  DOD  that  a  nation-wide,  comprehensive, 
programmatic  EIS  needs  to  be  generated  regarding  ''need.'’  Tell  DOD  the  EIS  needs  to  be 
generated  in  accord  with  the  letter  and  intent  of  the  Defense  Directive  of  August  27,  1955,  as 
amended  or  followed.  For  background,  see  Legislative  History  of  the  Engit  Act,  House  of 
Representatives  Report  No.  2856,  84th  Congress.  2d  Session,  July  21,  1956,  to  Accompany  R.R. 
12185,  Committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  of  the  state  of  the  Union  and  ordered  to 
be  printed;  House  of  Representatives  Report  No.  215,  85th  Congress,  lit  Session,  March  21, 
1957,  to  accompany  H.R.  5538,  Commined  to  the  Committee  of  the  ‘Whole  House  of  the  state  of 
the  Union  and  ordered  to  be  printed;  Senate  Report  No.  857,  85th  Congress,  1st  Session,  August 
13, 1957,  at  40,  to  accompany  H.R,  5538,  Mr.  Bible,  From  the  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insula; 
Affairs. 


James  C.  Burnham 
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Testimony  for  the  hearing  record  for  the  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho, 
by  John  V\*.  Allen.  2114  Ridgecrest  Drive,  Boise,  ID  S37 12,  September  6, 1997. 

GE-2  As  the  deadline  for  further  opposition  to  your  repeated  attempts  at  an  ill  conceived 
bombing  range  expansion  in  Idaho  approaches,  I  sit  outside  my  home  at  the  edge  of 
Boise  listening  to  loud,  unpleasant  noise  from  3  aircraft  flying  in  formation  directly 
overhead.  Commercial  aircraft  to  and  from  Portland  fly  the  same  path  at  about  the 
same  altitude  and  about  the  same  speed,  without  much  notice  from  us.  Even  when 
you  fly  slowly,  your  noisy  aircraft  will  destroy  the  quiet  of  the  places  you  fly  over 
especially  in  the  very  quiet  natural  setting  of  remote  places  such  as  the  Owyhees. 

1  am  opposed  to  further  expansion  of  the  U.  S.  Air  Force  training  areas  in  southern 
Idaho.  I  have  hiked  many  times  in  areas  such  as  the  mountains  near  Reynolds  Creek 
and  Toy  Pass,  canyons  off  Mud  Flat  Road,  Big  and  Little  Jacks  Creek,  the  Bruneau  River 
canyon,  and  the  Jarbidge  VVfldemess  in  Nevada  I  have  also  become  familiar  with 
Native  American  archaeological  sites,  such  as  a  fragile  collection  of  rocks,  which  may  be 
a  summer  solstice  marker  near  Grasmere.  This  area  is  not  a  wasteland  that  no  one 
cares  about.  Hundreds  of  thousands  of  people  live  within  a  hundred  miles  of  it  It 
already  has  valuable  uses  that  become  more  important  as  Idaho  gTcws  in  population. 

It  is  well  established  that  accelerating  and  decelerating  aircraft,  as  you  will  have  In  great 
numbers,  produce  erratic  sonic  booms,  with  pressure  pulses  several  times  that 
produced  by  supersonic  aircraft  moving  at  constant  sp*eed,  as  noted  for  example  In 
Science  News  for  September  23,  1995  I  can  Imagine  you  might  find  the  Owyhee 
canyons  a  great  place  to  also  try  out  directed  sonic  booms.  Certain  atmospheric 
conditions  evidently  also  ampUfy  the  pressure  pulses  at  large  distances  from  the 
aircraft,  as,  for  example,  reported  in  western  Oregon  for  aircraft  training  100  miles  off 
the  coast  on  March  21, 1996.  People  from  Astoria  to  inland  Albany  were  jarred  by  a  pal" 


in  Boise  could  have  their  lives  disrupted  from  your  training  exercises, 

Also,  you  need  to  address  how  the  operations  area  would  be  policed,  so  that  activities 
violating  your  rules,  as  have  been  reported  from  time  to  time,  do  not  occur  under  the 
DP-30  more  extreme  conditions  you  project.  I  am  even  more  concerned  about  vour 

establishment  of  emitter  sites  such  as  rear  Grasmere  before  legal  approval  is  given. 
What  protection  do  we  as  owners  of  the  public  lands  have  in  situations  like  this? 

The  Owyhee  car.yorJands  are  a  high  quality  resource  for  Idaho.  You  need  to  show  how 
existing  uses  such  as  recreation;  experiencing  the  solitude  of  this  remote  and  beautiful 
area,  protection  of  archaeological  sites,  and  wildlife  production  will  not  be 
Compromised.  If,  as  you  say,  Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base  is  'mission  ready”  as  is, 
justify  why  you  can  not  just  enhance  your  training  by  using  existing  and  close  facilities 
in  Utah  and  Nevada.  *  ,  t* 


yVc,  vJ.  oJjL_ 


USAF, -BLM 
PCS  119 

BOISE.  ID  IJ70I-03I9 


003.107 


GE-l 


GE-2  D,*rS:r’; 


Pit  Aft  consider  my  comments  repvdinj  the  Owyhee  Enhanced  Training  U-mt*  (Vi  TO  proposal  ptf  far*  for  public 
eotreneni  Also,  pitta*  iKerpoca.':  by  reference  eorasr^*  n/bmieed  by  th.c  liiho  Wildlife  Feirra:;=  and  tr 
member  groups  ofdit  Owshes  Canyoeilandi  Coalition 

I  have  bual <4  aid  recreiird  wiftio  the  affs ctrd  boundaries  of  the  proposed  ETR  ibcc  197.1.  rarely  amis j  i  yaw 
bsrweeo  and  typically  Awiflg  6e  fprinc  timiver  and  foil  monCti  of  the  ytw  I  Ha-*  enjoyed  viewing  the  bighorn  «h» 
nd  many  of  the  other  eplendid  wildlife  and  eeeoery  wiOi  (knily  and  friend*  My  principle  coocirn.  given  fce 
declining  number*  of  wild  ibeep  in  the  Owyhee  cwiyodnndi,  it  that  continued  dimirbancs  by  jet  creiorn  will  only 
r- ttrve  to  accelerate  the  rapid  decline  of  dierp  populations.  The  drafl  EIS  you  have  pmraed  fail*  to  ade^uarely 
1-V  j  address  Ihi*  very  iliue  and  propoeei  no  mm'f»Uoo  foe  displacement  or  decline  ofovr  Califoruis  birhoro  tberp 

While  huttfiag  fife  jrouee  in  the  fall  or  enjoying  Solitary  bilee  along  the  Owyhee  cwyoni  in  the  epring  thav»  been 
distressed  by  the  cocHnued  eocroacbmeut  of  low-level  jet  flights  upon  my  recreation  enjoyment  My  bird  dey  has 
more  C"Jn  tmee  crawled  for  I  rock  thetter  to  bide  tmder  white  the  jell  put  overhead.  I  do  net  fee!  Uu:  tin 
iow-levt  l  fliehts  art  conducive  to  my  enjoyment  of  the  Owyhee  canyoalmds  end  adjacent  deirrr  irtu 

The  values  I  place  on  solitude.  b-anquillity  and  abundant  wildlife  cannot  be  fubdlaard  for  or  mutinied  owey  The 
retsotc  Owyhee  deirrt  o5rn  theee  value*  like  so  where  el»e  in  Idaho  t  live  in  soinbcrtt  Idaho  by  choice,  not  by 
accident.  It  i*  by  thil  choice  and  through  my  value*  that  I  believe  the  Owyhee  igdanda  and  eanyoolands  should  be 
withdrawn  entirely  ho  ns  eery  ftrdter  Air  Force  training  range  prepossJi 

To  thil  end  t  would  ask  tbit  you  please  consider  No  Owyhee  EnhancedTraininj  R*t<e  The  conflict*  created  with 
wildlife  and  recrralioatcu  art  not  in  your  beet  interest  or  oui. 


R.eperrAilly. 

ftCBamey 
U0J  N.  7  th  Sl 
Bone. d  i»:a: 
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September  8,  1997 

USAF/BLH 

P.O.  Sox  329 

Boise,  Idaho  83701-0329 

GE-2  Re:  Comments  on  the  Draft  Environmental  impact  Statement  for  the 
Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho  Proposal. 

I  am  against  the  current  proposal  for  the  Enhance  Training  Range 
in  Idaho  in  the  Owyhee  Canyonlands  of  Idaho.  The  U.S.  Air  has 
stated  on  several  occasions  that  the  Enhance  Training  Range  is 
not  needed  for  Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base.  The  Air  Force  has 
also  stated  that  only  a  small  percentage  of  an  airmans  training 
would  actually  be  facilitated  by  the  newly  proposed  Enhanced 
Training  Range. 

tj7  -  The  analysis  of  toxic  chemicals  associated  with  the  dummy  bombs 
nZj-Z  | ^js  inadequate.  A  better  analysis  of  risk  to  wildlife  and  other 
aspects  of  the  environment  such  as  potential  soil  and  groundwater 
contamination  needs  to  be  performed  concerning  the  fate  of  toxic 
chemicals  used  throughout  the  enhanced  training  range  area. 

The  analysis  of  the  risk  to  wildlife  and  the  environment 
concerning  chaff  is  inadequate.  A  more  thorough  analysis  of  the 
SF-10  fate  of  chaff  in  the  environment  is  necessary.  The  risk  posed  to 
wildlife  by  ingestion  of  chaff  needs  to  more  appropriately 
analyzed  with  species  specific  studies. 

Noise  is  analyzed  in  the  Draft  EIS  by  using  24  hour  averages. 
NO-4  Noise  averaging  is  an  inappropriate  method  to  evaluate  the 
L_impacts  to  bighorn  sheep  and  other  wildlife.  The  noises 
experienced  on  the  ground  from  overflights  are  not  noises  that 
are  partitioned  over  24  hours.  The  sonic  booms  and  noise  from 
the  overflights  are  sudden,  deafening  sounds  which  trigger  fear 
response  in  certain  wildlife.  The  noise  analysis  needs  to 
evaluate  the  effect  of  sudden,  deafening  noise  on  wildlife. 

The  current  proposal  plans  a  significant  increase  in  the  use  of 
chaff  and  flares  (see  Table  2.3-15).  This  will  increase  the 
potential  for  wildfires  in  the  arid  Owyhee  Canyonlands,  and  is 
unacceptable. 

The  Draft  EIS  is  not  complete.  Biological  surveys  on  deer, 

.  antelope  and  other  wildlife  are  not  scheduled  until  the  winter  of 
dI-IZ  1997 .  How  can  an  impact  be  analyzed  if  the  data  has  not  been 
collected? 

An  environmental  evaluation  of  the  expanded  air  space  and  the 
ground  surface  of  those  areas  is  nor.  included  in  the  Draft  EIS. 
DP-14  The  evaluations  of  the  ground  surface  must  be  performed  to  be 


-  __  I  What  is  the  mitigation  proposed  with  respect  to  the  impact  of  the 
Bi-Do  I  Enhanced  Training  Range  on  Big  Horn  Sheep  habitat. 


R.  ;o  phat  is  the 
ol-Do  Enhanced  Tr; 

Cumulative 
DP-7  and  overflii 
included  in 


impacts  for  the  Air  National  Guard,  the  B-1B  Bomber 
ghts  from  other  branches  of  the  military  need  to  be 
i  the  Draft  EIS. 


The  Draft  EIS  describes  the  purpose  of  the  Enhanced  Training  in 
Idaho  and  states  that  the  range  will  be  used  for  the  Air  Forces 1 s 
Rapid  Response  Air  Expedition  Wing.  The  impact  from  use  by  the 

[Sir  Expedition  wing  was  not  addressed  in  the  Draft  EIS.  The  EIS 
must  analyze  impacts  from  all  of  the  users  in  the  U.S.  military 
as  well  as  friendly  foreign  forces  who  are  training  at  the 
Enhance  Training  Range. 

Please  quit  spending  our  tax  money  on  forcing  an  enhance  training 
range  in  the  Owyhee  Canyonlands  in  Idaho.  The  Air  Force  and 
other  U.S.  forces  have  adequate  training  in  Idaho,  Utah  and 
Nevada  with  existing  training  ranges. 


Thomas  F.  Neace 
2910  Sheffield  Ct. 
Boise,  Idaho  83702 


00JUC9 


GE-2  sir 


I  an  vrltl 
The  Air  Fo 
in  Idaho  is  not  i 


Sepcenber  4 ,  199 7 


icing  to  voice  »y  opposition  to  the  proposed  Idaho  Training  Rang*. 
Force  has  admitted  several  times  that  additional  training  space 


(  in  Idaho  is  not  necessary.  They  state  that  our  fora 
world.  Crevj  from  Mountain  Hone  Air  Force  Base  have 


Russ  F.  Tburow 
6650  Glacier  Drive 
Boise,  Idaho  S3712 

September  5,  1997 


U.S.  Air  Force/  B  ureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  329 

Boise,  Idaho  83701-0329 


I  spend  a  lot  of  time  hiking,  hunting  and  camping  in  th«  proposed  target 
areas.  I  know  from  experience  that  low-level  overflight  by  jets  on  training 
exercises  are  a  sure-fire  way  to  degrade  the  vilderness  experience  and  solitude 
I  seek  when  I  venture  to  these  locales.  Expanding  and  increaaing  the  usa  of  the 
Owyhee  area  for  cralnlng  will  greatly  diminish  the  experience  for  those  of  us 


I  today's  ever-more  crowded,  ever-aor#  noisy  world,  the  chance  to  escape 
to  peace  and  quiet  Is  beeoalng  rare  and  priceless.  It  Is  sinply  wrong  to  sacrlfic 
that  opportunity  for  the  sake  of  providing  unneeded  training  facllitlas. 


124  E.  Bch  North 
Ken.  Home.  ID  83647 


GE-2  Dear  Sir  or  Madams: 

I  am  writing  to  express  my  opposition  to  the  proposed  expansion  of  the  Mountain  Home  Air 
Force  Base  bombing  range.  I  oppose  the  expansion  for  three  reasons: 

r First:  the  evidence  is  clear  that  existing  facilities  both  within  Idaho  and  in  close  proximity  in 
other  Western  States  are  adequate  for  furure  training  needs.  The  need  for  the  expansion  has  ad. 


Second:  the  analysis  of  the  effects  of  the  proposed  expansion  on  existing  resources  has  been 
inadequate.  More  specifically,  the  noise  analysis  is  severely  flawed  and  does  not  adequately  nor 
accurately  reflect  the  potential  effects  of  the  expansion  on  bighorn  sheep,  other  wildlife,  and  the 
wilderness  characteristics  of  the  Bruneau  and  Owyhee  Canyonlands.  Nor  has  an  adequate 
Qp.7  analysis  of  the  cumulative  effects  of  the  proposal  been  completed. 

Third:  the  recently  completed  Scientific  Assessments  for  the  Interior  Columbia  River  Basin 
Ecosystem  Managment  emphasize  the  importance  of  roadless  areas  such  as  the  Bruneau- 
PR  1  Owyhee  Canyonlands  for  wildlife  and  fisheries  resources,  recreation,  and  the  economic  stability 

1  1  of  the  Region.  The  proposed  range  expansion  is  not  compatable  with  the  unique  natural 

resources  and  wilderness  qualities  of  the  area. 

For  these  reasons,  I  ask  you  to  select  the  No-Action  alternative  and  maintain  the  unique 
resources  and  wilderness  qualities  of  the  Bruneau -Owyhee  Canyonlands  area  of  Southern 
Idaho. 


cc:  Cov.  Phil  3a:c 

Rep.  Helen  Chenoweth 
Rep.  Mike  Crapo 
Sen.  Dirk  Keapthorne 
Sen.  Larry  Craig 
Seet.  of  the  Air  Force 
01 rector  of  the  BLM 
Idaho  Fish  and  Came  Dept. 
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Sept.  8,  1997 

United  States  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  329 

Boise.  ID  83701-0329 


GE-2  Dear  Sirs, 

The  following  comments  are  offered  by  myself,  my  family  and  our  cattle  ranching 
Operations. 

The  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho  does  not 
reflect  commitments  made  by  the  Air  Force  as  well  as  promises  and  commitments  made  by  other 
supporters  of  E.I.T.  and  consequently  is  inadequate. 


DP-21 


If  the  E  LS.  is  to  reflect  those  commitments  then  it  needs  to  say  in  every  section  that 
pertains  to  grazing  that  for  alternatives  B  and  D,  compensation  in  kind  satisfactory  to  current 
permittees  would  be  completed  prior  to  withdrawal  and  cancellation  of  the  grazing  permits.  In 
addition  range  improvements  (i.e.  fences,  pipelines,  storage  reservoirs,  etc.)  must  be  completed  by 
the  Air  Force  on  the  remaining  pans  of  the  affected  allotments  as  well  as  on  the  grazing  land 
accepted  as  payment  in  kind  prior  to  the  Air  Force  taking  control  of  the  selected  land.  The 
improvements  will  be  required  to  make  the  affected  permittees  operationally  functional  on  a 
comparable  basis  as  presently  exists  as  determined  by  affected  permittees 


If  suitable  payment  It  kind  property  is  not  secured  by  the  Air  Force  prior  to  the  final  draft, 
then  alternative  B  and  D  will  not  be  viable  alternatives  and  must  be  dropped  from  further 
consideration. 


our  scoping  comments  in  July  1995,  Instead  of  repeating  them  in  these  comments,  they  are 
enclosed  to  be  included  as  part  of  these  comments.  (See  Attached) 


SO-11 


It  appears  Air  Force's  response  can  be  summed  up  on  Page  4-232  which  states  "use  of 
affected  lands  for  grazing,  following  acquisition  would  lessen  or  eliminate  the  livestock  industry 
impacts".  It  seems  if  the  Air  Force  is  serious  about  honoring  the  commitments  they  have  made 
such  as  the  McCartSey  promise  they  would  make  a  more  realistic  acknowledgment  of  how 
disruptive  the  12,000  acre  withdrawal  would  be  to  our  operation.  Having  done  that,  satisfactory 
mitigation  measures  need  to  surface  to  address  the  disruption. 


SO-9 


“  In  the  socioeconomic  section  the  EIS  writers  “assumes"  there  would  be  1 ,032  AUM’s  on 
Clover  Butte  and  1,171  AUM’s  on  Juniper  Butte.  Those  ere  not  valid  assumptions  and 
consequently  the  resulting  analysis  is  questionable  Most  of  the  rest  of  the  socioeconomic 
section  is  very  generalized  and  is  based  on  a  500  cow  herd  in  Owyhee  County  and  is  basically 
meaningless.  To  be  meaningful  it  needs  to  be  site  specific  in  relation  to  the  particular  allotment 
and  operation. 


BI-60 


”  The  vegetation  maps  for  alternative  B  and  D  are  not  accurate,  tn  addition  no  attempt  was 
made  to  show  the  location  of  existing  range  improvements  such  as  pipe  lines,  water  troughs  and 
fences.  Consequently  the  DEIS  does  not  contain  accurate  and  complete  site  specific  inventory. 


The  community  report  summarizes  the  approach  taken  in  this  project  which  is  described  as 
mitigation  by  avoidance  and  mitigation  by  design  The  Air  Force  has  attempted  to  accommodate 
every  interest  to  the  maximum  extent  possible  with  the  exception  of  several  rtnehers. 
consequently  atl  of  the  impacts  are  concentrated  or  one  or  two  affected  ranchers.  While  the 
report  recognizes  there  are  also  "non-qua!ifiable"  impacts,  the  only  mitigation  actions  listed  is  to 
penrtlt  grazing  on  the  proposed  sites  at  reduced  levels. 


SO-10 


If  satisfactory  compensation  in  kind  can  be  achieved  and  the  withdrawal  process 
continues,  the  resulting  Resource  Management  Plan  or  grazing  plan  will  contain  several 
provisions  or  constraints  including  but  not  limited  to: 

1  If  grazing  is  allowed  on  the  withdrawn  land,  the  former  permittee  woutd  have  the  first  option  to 
graze  under  Air  Force  supervision. 

2  The  grazing  fee  charged  would  not  exceed  the  BLM  fee  on  adjacent  lands 

3  Perimeter  fence  would  be  built  by  the  Air  Force  that  would  be  four  (4)  wire,  steel  posts,  and 
steel  pipe  braces,  (fireproof) 

4  Air  Force  would  be  responsible  for  noxious  weed  control  and  if  they  did  not,  the  county  weed 
department  could  close  the  range,  do  weed  control  and  Air  Force  would  reimburse  the  county. 


Wc  trust  that  if  the  Air  Force  is  sincere  about  fulfilling  the  promises  and  commitments  they 
have  made,  the  final  EIS  will  reflect  that  intent  as  the  DEIS  does  not. 


Flat  Creek  Ranch 
Rogerson,  Idaho  83302 


Other  sections  are  incomplete  or  inaccurate  but  the  most  disappointing  part  of  the  draft 
was  failure  on  the  Air  Force's  part  to  acknowledge  the  disruption,  inconvenience,  and  increased 
operating  costs  if  12.000  acres  were  removed  from  existing  grazing  allotments  in  alternative  B 
^Clover  Butte)  or  alternative  D  (Juniper  Butte).  We  have  on  numerous  occasions  over  the  past 
two  years  both  formally  ar.d  informally  tried  to  convey  to  Air  Force  personnel  what  the  impacts 
would  be  and  how  disruptive  it  would  be  to  our  operation.  We  detailed  some  of  these  concerns  in 


cc:'  Governor  Phil  Batt 
Senator  Lany  Craig 
Senator  Dirk  Kempthome 
Congressman  Mike  Crapo 
Congressman  Helen  Chenoweth 
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and  all  cooperating  agencies  (BLM.  State  of  Idaho)  are  in  violation  of  the  National  Environmental 
Protection  Act  (NEPA)  $1502  4  (i).  (b).  (c,  t.2.3).  (d)  and  $1508  18. 


USAF/BLM 
P.O.  Box  129 
Boise.  10  83701-0329 

Comments  on  Enhanced  Training  In  Idaho  Draft  EIS. 

GE-2  Purpose  and  Need 

1.0  Purpose  and  need  for  the  Proposed  Action. 

1. 1.3.2  IDAHO  AIR  NATIONAL  GUARD  AND  TRANSIENT  AIRCRAFT 


DP-6 
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This  Is  an  area  of  particular  concern  and  has  the  potential  for  serious  public  health 
consequences.  The  ETi  Draft  EIS  fails  to  address  the  conduct  and  training  of  transient  aircraft 
and  the  usertype  of  ordinance  from  transient  aircraft  Only  briefly  is  it  mentioned  in  the  ETI  Draft 
“ cIS  as  to  whet  kind  of  operations  will  be  taking  place  on  the  ETI  range  from  transient  aircraft. 
Specifically  mentioned  is  Ihe  armor  piercing  capability  of  the  A- 10  Thunderbolt's  of  124*  Wing  of 
the  IOANG.  As  slated  in  the  ETI  Draft  EIS.  pg.1-11,  "A-large  part  of  this  mission  focuses  on  anti- 
armor  operations"  and  "Training  involves  air  to  ground  weapons  delivery  (currently  conducted  at 
Saylor  Creek  Range  (SCR)  and  remote  ranges).  The  armor  piercing  capabilities  afforded  to  the 
A-10  Thunderbolt  is  attainable  by  using  depleted  uranium  (DU)  rounds.  Many  federal  health 
studies  have  addressed  the  risks  associated  with  exposure  to  DU  rourv 
the  Gulf  War  have  shown  OU  rounds  to  be  a  serious  threat  to  human  h* 
of  Defense  (DoD)  agencies  intending  to  use  DU  rounds  have  to  We  such  Intentions  with  the 
Nuclear  Regulatory  Commission  (NRC).  The  U  S  AirForce  is  the  lead  agency  in  the 
establishment  of  Ihe  ETi  and  has  the  responsibility  to  fully  analyze  eft  associated  Impacts  from 
transient  aircraft,  to  do  otherwise  would  be  a  violation  of  NEPA,  FLPMA,  and  many  other  federal 
and  state  rules,  regulations,  and  laws,  regarding  radioactive  matenals. 


In  statement  of  need,  the  Air  Force  slates,  To  provide  enhanced  training,  local  training  ranges, 
airspace  and  ether  assets  shpukf  be  capable  of  providing  the  most  of  the  types  of  training 
needed."  Other  cairns  for  ETi  made  by  the  Air  Force:  "Enhanced  training  offers  the  efficiency  to 
ensure  maximum  Time  spent  training.  This  Is  best  accomplished  by  minimizing  transit  time  to  and 
from  training  locations,  which  uses  finite  and  valuable  flying  time,  yet  yields  minimal  returns 
toward  mission  readiness  *  The  argument  of  transit  lime  becomes  inconsequential  without 
knowing  If  the  366*  Wing  wil  use  the  other  Barttelabs  and  at  what  frequency,  especially  those 
under  ACC  command  and  operation  such  as  Command  and  Control  Battle  Management 
Baftlelab.  (C23MB)  at  Hurtburt  Field.  Florida,  and  the  Unmanned  Air  Vehide  Bartlelab.  (UAVB)  at 
Eglin  AF8.  Florida  Additionally,  how  often  wi*  the  366*  Wing  utilize  and  train  at  Space  Bettlelib. 
(SB)  at  Falcon  AF9,  Colorado,  or  the  Force  Protedion  Baftlelab.  (FPB)  under  the  newly 
tslablished  AirForce  Protection  Group,  at  Lackland  AFB,  Texas,  and  the  Information  Warfare 
no  TC  H*™’*  (1WB)  at  Ketty  AFB,  Texas?  What  impacts  win  occur  to  ETI  from  the  association  to 
v*  -~0  ^venous  Battietabs? 


Furthering  the  irrelevance  of  the  "dose  training  range  argument"  is  Ihe  fad  that  in  previous 
training  range  proposals,  the  nominal  flight  time  to  the  ideal  training  range  consisted  of  a  150 
nautical  mite  (NM)  Hmit,  end  time  Smil  was  about  fifteen  minutes.  Oddly.  l/TTR  is  at  the  175  NM 
limns  This  works  out  to  be  about  a  six-minute  difference  in  flight  In  a  high  performance  aircraft. 


DP-28 


Also  tacking  in  tha  ETI  Draft  EiS  is  any  mention  of  Ihe  strategic  ladies  associated  with  AEFB 
Specifically,  what  impacts  ar#  associated  w«n  KBi's  (Kenny  BattlelaD  Initiatives)  and  MBl's 
(Mltcheft  Baftlelab  Initiatives)?  Special  iflention  should  be  given  to  MBi's.  These  are  intense  and 
concentrated  air  strtkes  using  al  available  resources  As  stated  by  the  Air  Force.  "MBls  are 
initiatives  that  are  revolutionary,  complex  or  resource  intensive  ideas  AEF9  MBls  will  be  outlined 
in  a  Campaign  Concept  and  presented  to  the  AirForce  Board  of  Directors  by  Air  Combat 
Command  for  their  dedsion  on  a  course  of  adion.  resourcing,  and  cross-command  tasking." 
These  intensive  strike  campaigns  pose  a  considerable  threat  to  the  resources  encompassing  the 
proposed  ETI  Why  was  this  issue  not  mentioned  in  the  ETI  Draft  EIS? 
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1.2  &  1.3  pg.'a.  1-18/1-17 

The  staled  purpose  is  short  on  definition  and  the  stated  need  lacks  support  for  such  a  Major 
Federal  Action.  The  proposal  seems  1o  be  designed  to  meet  other  long  term  needs  After 
independent  research  It  seems  the  needs  of  Composite  Wing  Training  are  actually  needs 
associated  with  the  development  of  the  Air  Expeditionary  Force  BattleUD  (AEFB).  The  United 
States  AirForce  will  establish  six  Battietabs  this  year  to  identify  Innovative  ideas  and  to  measure 
how  well  those  ideas  contnoute  to  the  mission  of  the  Air  Force.  With  Air  Combat  Command 
(ACC)  overseeing  the  management  of  three  of  six  baftlelabs  developed  this  year  through  ihe 
process  of  the  Air  Force's  recent  long  range  planning  effort  and  the  publication  of  ‘Global 
Engagement:  A  Vision  fer  the  21st  Century  Air  Force",  dearly  the  establishment  of  ETI  is 

C contingent  with  the  development  of  Ihese  baflletabs.  Where  in  the  ETI  Draft  EIS  is  this 
addressed? 

The  onty  reference  in  the  ETI  Draft  EIS  to  AEFB  is  in  see.1.2,  bullet  number  two.  in  which  the 
U  S.  Air  Force  states  In  purpose  of  need;  The  prooosil  to  enhance  train:ng  tn  Idaho  would  meet 
four  key  objectives  lor  the  Air  Force-  Supports  Ihe  unique  missions  of  the  Air  Force's  rapid 
response  air  expeditionary  wing."  The  ETI  Draft  EIS  does  nol  address  the  impacts  associated 
wftn  AEFB  and  the  composite  wlrg.  Further,  the  ETI  Draft  EIS  does  not  address  the  associated 
impacts  between  AEFB  and  the  five  other  tattlelabs.  The  Information  Warfar-  Rantetab  (tWB). 
The  Unmanned  Air  Vehide  Bartlelab  (UAVB).  The  Space  Baftlelab  (SB).  The  Forte  Protecbon 
Battlelab  (FPB).  and  The  Command  and  Control  Battle  Management  Bartlelab  (C2BMB)  By  not 
^adequately  addressing  these  associations  and  potential  impacts,  the  lead  agency  (U  S  Air  Force) 


With  this  information, *  becomes  apoarent  war  games  will  be  conducted  on  a  continuing  basis 
over  southwestern  Idaho.  Please  conskieMhe  fragile  nature  of  this  ecosystem  and  the  potential 
for  permanent  destruction.  Once  the  native  vegetal  component  is  burned  off.  through  the  use  of 
flares  and  ordinance,  end  human  disturbance,  this  area  win  be  a  wasteland.  This  region  of  the 
United  States.  SW  ID.  SE.OR  and  N  NV  is  one  of  irreplaceable  biodiversity  The  high  desert  of 
Idaho  is  home  to  over  1 16  speoes  of  migratory  birds.  The  highest  density  and  diversity  of  reptiles 
•re  found  in  this  area  The  last  vubie  populations  of  quickly  declining  sagegrouse  call  this  area 
home  All  of  these  issues  and  more  are  not  mitigsble  Once  these  resources  are  gone, 
restoration  and  recovery  efforts  wifl  onty  yie'd  "efforts  * 

3.0  Affected  Environment:  Earth  Resources 

The  heavier  gauge  paper  divider  that  serves  as  a  break  between  the  last  chapferfsection  and  the 
preceding  chapter  in  the  ET]  Draft  EIS  summarizes  and  makes  the  perfect  argument  against  the 
establishment  of  ETi  One  Outlined  issue  summarized  on  this  page  is  a  perfect  example  of  why 
this  proposal  and  the  last  four  proposats  are  not  a  good  idea  As  stated.  "Bighorn  Sheep  were 
Observed  only  on  the  Grasme-e  training  range  alternative  where  none  were  expected."  If  the  Air 
Force  had  been  Istening,  they  would  have  heard  this  mentioned  in  previous  proposals.  If  the  Air 
Force  had  been  Istening,  they  would  realize  that  this  area  is  unique  and  ore  of  a  kind  and  many 
occurrences  like  the  ‘Bighorn  Sheep*  example  occur  in  the  high  desert  of  Idaho.  Only.  H  the  Air 
Force  had  been  Istening 
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This  section  deserves  legal  challenge.  How  could  you  consciously  apply  the  results  of  a  study  not 
intended  for  use  in  evaluating  noise  in  a  wikJemess/rurat  area?  Why  is  the  Air  Force  using  flawed 
NO-2  hoise  data  in  the  ETl  Draft  EIS?  The  heart  of  the  noise  analysis  is  based  upon  a  1878  study 

conducted  by  Theodore  Shultz,  ‘Synthesis  of  Social  Surveys  on  Noise  Annoyance,*  Journal  of 
the  Acoustical  Society  of  America,  Vol.  64,  1976. 

As  pointed  out  by  Dr.  William  J.  Weida  in  a  May  1997  paper  and  presented  to  thq  Air  Force 
during  public  comment  period  this  year.  There  are  two  ways  to  determine  how  annoyed  people 
•re  by  aircraft  noise: 

11]  test  their  annoyance  with  the  actual  noise  they  will  experience  in  the  environment  In  which  the 
experience  will  occur  or 

[2]  use  twenty-year-old  surveys  on  reactions  to  a  different  kind  of  noise  by  unrelated  groups  of 
people  living  In  foreign  urban  environments.* 

Why  has  the  Air  Force  pursued  the  second  course  of  action? 

Clearty,  the  1S78  Shuhz  study  uses  data  obtained  from  large  metropolitan  areas:  First  Heathrow 
Airport.  French  Aircraft.  Second  Heathrow  Airport,  Munich  Airport.  Paris  Street.  Swedish  Aircraft. 
Swiss  Road,  London  Slreet,  Swiss  Aircraft,  French  Railroad,  US  Street,  and  lastly  (LAX)  or  Los 
Angeles  international  Airport. 

Additionelly.  this  study  only  measured  the  effects/annoyance  level  of  people  in  buildings  when 
subjected  to  the  noises  (listed  above).  This  is  not  in  compliance  with  NEPA.  I  can  personally 
attest  to  the  quietness  of  the  area  in  which  the  Air  Force  wants  to  place  ETl.  This  is  an  area 
where  you  can  hear  a  vehicle  approaching  from  about  3-5  on  a  dirt  road  and  about  5-10  miles  if 
you  are  near  the  only  paved  highway  in  the  area  (ST,  HWY  51).  Also,  of  the  existing 
communications  right  of  ways,  you  can  hear  their  diesel  generators  5-8  miles  away.  Once  again, 
maybe  the  Air  Force  would  know  this  had  they  been  listening. 

Why  is  it  that  the  noise  analysis  in  the  ETl  Draft  EIS  is  based  on  a  mix  of  tram,  railroad,  road  and 
aircraft  noise  in  an  urban  community/environment,  and  not  on  aircraft  noise  in  a  wilderness 
environment? 

Shultz's  original  model  underestimates  the  percentage  of  people  who  are  annoyed  by  urban 
noise  in  the  50  to  75  dB  range  by  7  to  13  percent. 

The  USAF  moders  incorrect  curve  underestimates  the  number  of  people  annoyed  by  urban  noise 
NO-2  in  th*  40  to  70  dB  range  by  15  to  20  percent. 

In  1991  Schultz  co-authoreda  paperwith  Fideltand  Barber  updating  his  1978  study.  This  paper 
again  stated  mat  the  Shultz  curve  represents  *a  relationship  between  transportation  noise 
exposure  and  the  prevalence  of  annoyance  in  communities.’ 

The  1991  study  by  Fidell,  Barber  and  Shultz  confirmed  that  the  Schuttz  Curve  consistently  and 
substantially  underestimated  annoyance  with  aircraft  noise.  This  little  issue  seems  to  have  been 
conveniently  left  out  ofine  ETl  Draft  EIS. 

Using  either  the  Schultz  or  USAF  models  to  predict  noise/annoyance  relationships  Is  analogous 
to  daiming  that  someone,  who  is  highly  annoyed  by  aircraft  noise  will  become  less  annoyed  if 
additional  noise  Is  created  by  automobiles,  trains  or  trams. 

to  P0i“  /anno7an“  estimates  in  the  DEIS  are  less  than  haft  the  actual  percentage  of  people  highly 
N  U- 19  |  annoyed  with  aircraft  noise  By  not  referring  to  any  of  these  studies,  the  Air  Force  and  its 


contractors  have  ignored  20  years  of  evidence  that  higher  levels  of  annoyance  exist  for  aircraft. 
_Thls  raises  serious  questions  about  the  thoroughness  and  unbiasedness  of  the  ETl  Draft  EIS. 

One  can  calculate  aircraft  noise  annoyancertand  use  compatibility  that  Is  not  degraded  by  the 
inclusion  of  other,  irrelevant  data.  This  shows  that  an  aircraft  the  Air  Force  proposes  to  fly  in  the 
NO-21  ETI  w,,t  exC8ed  8  53  d8  annoyance  benchmark  at  all  altitudes  and  that  all  four  alternatives  in  the 
ETl  DEIS  exceed  this  level  for  cumulative  dB  at  50  percent  or  more  (I  would  guess  more, 
especially  with  the  MBI's  performed  by  AEF8)  of  their  reference  points. 

None  of  the  models  used  In  the  ETl  DEIS  apply  to  wilderness  noise  exposure.  Based  on  a  recent 
NO- 19  Forest  Service  study,  an  additional  penalty  of  about  30  dB  should  be  added  for  wilderness  noise 
exposure. 

It  seems  the  Noise  Analysis  in  the  ETl  DEIS  is  just  that.  "NOISE*. 

While  we  ire  on  the  topic  of  noise,  during  public  comment/testimony  this  year.  I  presented  to  the 
Air  Force  how  I  had  heard  15  sonic  booms  in  one  afternoon  out  on  antelope  ridge.  Quite  honestly, 
this  went  beyond  annoying. !  would  say  it  has  taken  this  tong  for  the  experience  to  settle  to  me 
level  of  annoyance.  Jets  at  1 000  AGL  have  buzzed  me,  I  have  had  jets  drop  flares  over  me.  and 
have  found  numerous  bundles  of  chaff.  On  one  occasion,  during  scoping.  I  had  the  opportunity 
to  express  my  concern  about  the  use  of  chaff  to  USAF  LL  Col.  Wheeless.  U.Col.  Wheeless 
suggested  what  I  had  probably  found  was  the  old  chaff,  which  was  not  as  biodegradable.  He 
invited  me  to  present  my  findings  at  the  next  scoping  meeting.  I  did  and  we  compered  his  sarnie 
of  the  ‘New  and  improved  Chaff*  with  my  sample.  It  was  confirmed  my  findings  were  of  the  "New 
T  T  T  1  S  P^1  Improved  Char  and  not  the  old  stuff,  The  use  of  chaff  on  public  lands  is  littering.  Why  not 
L  U  - 1 0  classify  chaff  as  an  ordinance,  as  It  is  classified  H  Nevada?  Further,  what  ere  the  public 
o  j?  a  a  "Tealth/environmental  risks  associated  with  the  use  of  chaff  and  exposure  to  the  aluminum  coaled 
or  -  111  silica  fibers?  Please  discontinue  the  use  of  chaff  on  public  lands. 

3.S.4.2  ROl  ONE-SITE  SPECIFIC  PALEONTOLOGICAL  RESOURCES 

Under  alternative  C  -  Grasmere  it  is  concluded.  *No  paleontological  resources  occur  within  the 
selected  lands  for  the  proposed  Grasmere  alternative.*  This  is  entirety  untrue.  I  know  from 
n  personal  experience  that  this  area  has  unique  paleontological  resources.  This  calls  into  question 
JbR-9  the  Information  on  all  three  alternatives,  not  to  mention  the  entire  ETl  Draft  EIS.  Was  a 

paleontological  field  survey  even  conducted  for  the  alternatives  or  was  data  only  gathered  and 
presented  from  what  little  is  currently  known  about  the  paleontological  resources  that  would  be 
expected  to  be  found  within  these  remote  areas? 

Another  fundamental  error  Is  made  within  this  seciton.  As  stated  on  pg.  3-61 .  *A  report  from  a 
vertebrate  paleontologist  does  confirm  the  presence  of  mammalian  fossils  at  the  locality,  but  the 
material  is  loo  fragmentary  for  useful  identification  below  class  or  order.*  This  Is  a  seriously 
misleading  statement  and  seems  to  minimize  the  importance  of  the  resource.  Most  fossil 
FR- 10  Wer|tlficat!on  can  only  accurately  occur  at  the  class  or  order  level,  as  standards  for  identifying 
AU  fossils  differ  from  those  of  living  spedes.  As  Is  taught  In  Geology  101 .  one  is  usually  not  able  to 
tell  the  biospeties  (interbreeding  capabilities)  of  a  fossil,  so  fossils  are  keyed  out  by1  their 
respective  morphospeeies  (structural  characteristics).  Therefore  fossil  species  determination  is 
usually  unattainable. 

CULTURAL  RESOURCES 

All  action  regarding  any  proposed  expansion  or  enhancement  wtthin  SW.  ID  should  Immediately 
__  t  -  -  discontinue.  The  Shoshone-Piaute  tnbe  at  Duck  Va»ey  Indian  reservation  should  have  the 

opportunity  to  review  end  present  findings  of  their  own  regarding  the  importance  of  resources 
effected  by  ETl,  The  cultural  resource  presentation  and  any  relative  cultural  issues  are  presented 
in  passive  form  within  the  ETl  OEIS.  This  type  of  presentation  minimizes  the  significance  of  the 
CLJ-13  ""pact-  Th,s  •*  not  acceptable.  How  many  Shoshone-Paiute  sacred  sites  will  be  disturbed  by  ETl? 


0C;.i74 


What  adverse  health  effects  would  the  Shoshone-Paiutes  at  Duck  Valley  reservation  be 
SF -7  subjected  too.  by  the  use  of  chaff,  flares,  laser  range  finding  devices,  and  ordinance,  especially 
armor  perang  ordinance?  What  adverse  health  effects  will  recreations  be  subjected  10? 

-  How  will  lire  frequency  Increase?  Can  the  Air  Force  make  any  guarantee’s  that  large  tracts  of 
-w  _native  vegetation  win  not  be  subjected  to  eradication  through  the  use  ot  smokey-sams?  Many 

reports  and  studies  exist  on  the  use  of  smokey-sams  and  fire  frequency.  How  come  these  are  not 
DP-16  _ in  the  ET!  OEIS? 

How  can  the  Air  Force  honestly  say  the  lilanium  tetrachloride  used  in  cold  spot  charges  is  not  a 
health  or  environmental  hazard?  The  ETl  DEIS  fails  to  fully  address  the  environmental  effects  of 
HZ-2  titanium  tetrachloride.  Titanium  tetrachloride  is  the  substance  used  in  dummy  bombs  to  produce 
tne  cloud  of  smoke  for  scoring  purposes.  This  is  the  'cold  spot’  charge. 

According  to  the  U.S.  Public  Health  Service,  titanium  tetrachloride  may  cause  harmful  health 
effects  in  human  lung  tissues  due  to  its  unique  properties  including  the  formation  of  hydrochloric 
add  when  it  comes  into  contact  with  water,  hence  the  ‘cold  spot*.  The  cold  spot  is  actually  a 
cloud  of  hydrochloric  add  vapor.  What  type  of  ordinance  win  be  used  that  will  never  be  revealed 
to  the  public*>  What  type  of  equipment  will  be  used  that  could  pose  both  a  human  and 
environmental  hazard,  but  may  never  be  revealed  to  the  public? 

NO- 1 8  r How  many  times  will  the  Castleford  School  foundation  be  broken  by  sonic  booms  and  the  Air 
Force  denies  the  damage  Is  caused  by  their  planes?  What  type  of  on  Ihe  ground  training  will  be 
["-incorporated  in  the  AEFB  KBI  &  M91  wargames?  Where  in  the  ETt  DEIS  is  this  use  from 
DP-6  [transient  aircraft  and  other  militaries  covered? 

The  ETl  OEIS  mentions  that  of  the  one  million  acres  most  affected  by  *on  the  ground 
disturbance*.  67  percent  is  potential  sagegrouse  habitat.  Sagegrouse  are  dose  to  being  listed  as 
a  threatened  species.  The  ETl  DEIS  would  advance  their  dedine. 

The  ETl  DEIS  states  there  will  be  a  75  percent  increase  of  sonic  booms  in  the  Saylor  Creek 
training  area  and  a  50  percent  Increase  of  sonic  booms  in  the  Jartoidge/Bruneau  MOA’s.  This  is 
unacceptable. 

Currently,  Ihe  existing  MOA  does  not  included  airspace  over  the  Jack’s  Creek  WSA.  With  the  ETt 
would  come  an  airspace  expansion  over  this  area  and  the  conduct  of  ’staging*  activities,  The 
r,.  |Q  I"” DEIS  does  not  adequately  analyze  either  the  biological  or  recreational  impacts  of  this  change. 

|  Jack’s  Creek  is  prime  Bighorn  Sheep  habitat.  The  impads  of  the  military  conducting  "staging* 
maneuvers  over  this  area  and  others  coukl  seriously  affect  the  Bighorn  sheep  population. 'No 
mitigation  proposals  have  been  considered  with  regard  to  the  ETI’s  affect  on  bighorn  sheep 
habitat. 


LU-9  Or? 


CU-18  [j 


How  will  ACEC’s.  WSA’s  and  rivers  with  wild  and  scenic  potential  will  be  affected  by  ETl.  This 
_jssue  is  never  addressed,  tt  is  acknowledged,  but  never  addressed. 

There  will  be  major  air  and  noise  pollution  resulting  from  diesel  generators  needed  to  provide 
power  for  threat  emitter  sites.  These  sites  will  am  6  to  6  hours  per  day,  5  days  a  week,  and 
sometimes  on  weekends.  This  is  unacceptable. 

The  ETl  DEIS  failed  to  include  within  the  cultural  resources  section  the  impacts  on  intrinsic  values 
such  as  solitude  and  silence. 


The  ETl  is  not  economically  feasible.  How  many  minions  have  been  spent  already?  How  many 
more  millions  or  billions  of  dollars  is  Ihe  United  States  government  going  to  waste  on  this? 

The  ETl  is  not  envtronmenlaly  feasible.  The  opereiion  of  a  year  round  war  game  playground 
would  put  at  risk  an  already  taxed  ecosystem.  The  risk  of  complete  and  tolai  destruction  of  tne 
high  desert  ecosystem  is  too  nigh. 

Further.  1  wish  the  Air  Force  and  BLM  would  have  complied  to  the  request  of  the  Shoshone- 
Piiute  Tribe  at  Duck  Valley  Reservation  on  a  one  year  extension  of  the  comment  period. 

I  ask  the  Air  Force  and  BLM  to  reconsider  this  decision.  Is  this  how  the  Air  Force  and  BLM  have 
chosen  to  comply  with  the  Government  to  Government  law? 

It  seems  many  unanswered  questions  exist  regarding  the  ETl  proposal,  tt  is  also  apparent  much 
of  the  required  information  is  missing  or  unusable. 


Chronology  of  Events 

I  wonder  if  the  Air  Force  has  made  a  cost  of  credibility  analysis  and  weighed  it  against  att  the 
Bombing  Range  proposals  First  thtra  was  the  Electronic  training  range  proposed  for  Utah, 
Electronic  Combat  Test  Capability  (ECTC)  proposal.  Just  tike  all  the  bombing  range  proposal  in 
Idaho,  this  proposal  consisted  of  threat  emitters,  an  electronic  battlefield,  and  360*  approaches  to 
targets.  ECTC  was  defeated  by  public  outcry  and  concern  over  issues  of  safety,  cost,  Impacts. 
Might M  weH  run  for  the  border,  so  you  came  to  Idaho  with  the  same  proposal.  Only  this  time  ri 
was  packaged  as  the  Saylor  Creek  Range  Expansion  Project  (1989)  This  too  was  defeated  by 
public  outcry  over  issues  of  safety,  cost,  impacts.  Then  came  the  Realignment  of  Mountain  Home 
Air  Force  Base  and  Proposed  Expanded  Range  Capability  (1990),  (might  as  welt  serve  It  up  wen 
a  heaping  helping  of  BRACC).  ft  you  cant  legally  obtain  it.  put  it  under  a  cloud  of  possible 
Closure.  This  would  obviously  create  conflict  within  the  local  community.  It’s  nice  to  know  some 
tactics  are  tried,  true  and  tested.  Oivide  and  conquer.  Then  came  the  Final  EIS  (1992),  this  is  the 
one  that  was  challenged  and  defeated  in  federal  court.  Then  came  Idaho  Training  Range  (ITR) 
(1993).  ITR  was  dropped  about  the  same  time  a  decision  had  been  handed  down  on  the  1992 
EIS.  Now  ft's  ETTs  turn.  I  can  assure  you,  the  same  fate  and  legal  challenge  awaits  this  proposal. 

Really  folk's.  It  s  time  to  re-evaluate.  I  have  stuck  to  the  issues  and  would  like  to  express  my 
persona!  views  on  this  and  previous  processes  and  proposals.  I  have  been  accused  of  being  an 
anti-capitalist  by  elected  Mountain  Home  city  officials.  Isn't  a  subsidized  community  more  in-line 
with  socialism?  I  have  been  called  a  communist;  my  patriotism  questioned,  and  have  been  told 
that  my  concerns  are  just  emotion.  Well.  I  guess  1  do  have  to  admit,  t  dc  get  a  tittle  emotional  as 
a  taxpayer,  when  gobs  of  taxpayer  dollars  are  squandered  on  pet  pork  projects.  I  suggest  the  Air 
Force  evaluate  the  1995  Inspector  Generals  internal  Audit  Report. 

Also  bothersome  is  the  lack  of  Air  Force  compllanca  to  the  law.  This  latest  ETl  Draft  EIS  Is  such 
■n  example  Many  discrepancies  exist  within  the  ETl  DEIS  Many  NEPA  violations  are  evident. 
How  can  an  armed  services  branch  of  the  United  States  be  trusted  with  carrying  out  the  directives 
of  an  Executive  Order,  or  institute  democracy  on  a  global  scale  when  it  fails  to  comply  with  basic 
’federal  and  state  law?  The  Air  Force  has  charges  of  trespass  from  constructing  facilities  on  BLM 
tend  in  Idaho.  (Enclosed  is  supporting  documentation) 

Lastly,  the  ETl  DEIS  is  inadequate  because  it  does  not  conform  with  Judge  Lodge's  ruling  that  a 
combined  EIS  be  prepared  that  includes  an  analysis  of  the  ITR/ET!  and  the  composite  wing  at 
MHAFB  An  analysis  of  cumulative  effects  is  also  required.  Additionally,  the  ETl  DEIS  is  in 
^adequate  in  that  it  does  not  mention  the  intentions  and  impacts  associated  with  the  composite 
wing  and  the  AEFB  mission,  along  with  the  mission  of  the  other  five  baWeiabs. 

I  Support  Uvt  NO  ACTION  ALTERNATIVE) 
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Idaho  Cattle  Association 


GE- 1  °**r  Sira  W'<J  Madam*. 


£CX\ 

September  2, 1997 

United  States  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 
P.O.  Box  329 
Boise,  !D  53701-0329 


I  am  a  long-iim*  Air  Fore*  supporter  {my  Dad  wt*  a  KC-135  pilot) 
but  t  would  lika  to  coTimarw  about  th*  Enhanced  Training 
in  Idaho  Oran  Environmantal  Impact  Statement  (OElS) 

I  »p«nt  on*  of  tft*  mo«t  mamorabi*  waahi  at  my  ff*  eanoaing  down 
tha  Owyna*  River,  and  therefore  I  t**i  that  th*  wildaman 
nature  o*  th*  Owyha*  (and  Brunaau)  mutt  b#  protected  Th* 

AOia*  cauaad  by  th*  training  nirdiar  wilt  daatroy  th# 
witdamaaa  aipananc*  A  wademat*  cannot  be  a  wfldaman 
whan  th*  sound  of  |*U  (aft  no  ugh  may  tr*  baauhfuf  airplane*) 
ia  heard  overhead 

I  auggaat  thar*  mu  it  b*  much  batter  place*  tor  th*  trairing  that 
are  :«>*  *»ld  and  whara  th#  aound  ot  th#  waging  wilt  nei  destroy 
a  practou*  natural  r**ourc*. 

I  urja  tha  Air  Force  to  protect  tha  Owyha*  and  Bruneau  and 
mova  th*  planned  training  area  to  another  location  Military 
training  is  Important.  but  m  this  csss  *ta  wldamais  srsst  ol 
tw  Owyhaa  and  Brunaau  are  much  much  mora  important.  Ptaai*  don't 
daaitoy  th*  Owyha*  and  Brunaau. 


GE-1  greetings, 


rfUrXvi-fiijL  rU/MJ.  t-n  J  0*JL*  .  3* 
K^V-  y«w  an* 


The  following  comments  are  submitted  on  behatf  of  the  Idaho  Cattle  Association 
(ICA)  concerning  th#  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS)  for  Enhanced 
Training  In  Idaho.  The  Idaho  Cattle  Association  Is  a  non-profit  association 
representing  approximately  1500  cattle  producers,  feeders,  agribusinesses  and 
more  than  25,000  Individuals  Involved  In  tha  livestock  Industry  In  Idaho.  A 
number  of  our  members  reside  and  conduct  livestock  operations  In  the  area  of 
Idaho  Impacted  by  this  DEIS 

It  is,  and  historically  has  been,  the  policy  of  the  Idaho  Cattle  Association  to 
support  a  Strong  national  defense  wfth  the  accompanying  Implications  for  land 
uses  as  a  result  of  that  policy.  ICA  also  remains  committed  to  the  successful 
resolution  of  all  Issues  affecting  livestock  Interests,  together  with  the  United 
States  Air  Force,  relating  to  the  creation  of  an  enhanced  training  area  In  Idaho. 

Our  concerns  have  been  best  expressed  through  the  functioning  ot  the 
Stockmen's  Training  Range  Review  Committee  (STRRC).  This  group  ol 
ranchers  represents  the  livestock  Interests  within  the  affected  area  ot  the  DEIS. 
They  have  participated  In  the  Issues  and  discussions  surrounding  current 
efforts  to  establish  Improved  training  opportunities  for  the  Air  Force  since  the 
late  1980’s.  Many  of  them  and  their  ancestral  families  have  historically 
supported  necessary  Defense  Department  activities  In  the  area  since  pre-Wortd 
War  It  days. 

It  is  indeed  Ironic  that,  most  of  the  concerns  of  recreationists,  environmentalists 
and  tribal  members  seem  to  have  been  adequately  addressed,  except  for  the 
most  vocal  antl-mi!itary  activists,  whilj  satisfactory  resolution  of  the  needs  of 
adjoining  livestock  operators  and  properly  owners  appears  still  to  be  elusive. 

We  urge  your  careful  consideration  of  the  separate  comments  which  will  be 
submitted  by  the  Stockmen's  Training  Range  Review  Committee  seeking 


2120  AIRPORT  WAV  .  p  Q  BOX  15317  .  BC-SE  :OamQ  5371S  ♦  JOSOAMBiS  •  PAX  208  /  344  *595 


00X178 


understanding  and  proactive  resolution  of  the  numerous  negative  impacts 
resutting  from  range  siting  decisions.  The  negative  economic  impacts  must  be 
recognized  and  dealt  whh.  The  STRRC  is  In  the  process,  via  their  comments,  of 
proposing  a  number  of  excellent  and  cost-effective  solutions  to  recognized 
problems  which  may  be  expected  to  result  from  future  range  operations.  Some 
proposed  mitigation  measures  are  cost-free  while  others  are  minimal  in  most 
cases. 

We  endorse  the  comments  of  the  STRRC  as  reflecting  the  policy  of  this 
association. 


Sincertiy,^^ 

legaiivi 


Larc/RagaiiU 

President 

cc:  Governor  Phtl  Batt 
Senator  Larry  Craig 
Senator  Dirk  Kempthorne 
Congressman  Mike  Crapo 
Congressman  Helen  Chenoweth 
Stockmen’s  Training  Range  Review  Committee 


LSAF/6LM 
P.O.  SOX  327 
Boise,  IDS37.il 

TV  USAT  wants  to  hire  Southwestern  Idaho  into  a  supersonic  battlefield.  Yo*:  trii  u»  tfut 
is  Scaling  Range  would  impact  s=5y  a  mere  12,000  lurei.  in  fact  more  than  three  million  acres 
'of  soutli«*rrt  Idaho,  southeast.  Oregon  ir.d  northern  Nevada  would  L*c  included  in  the  system  of 
(electronic  combat  ar.d  bombing  ran  jet. 

•  TV  Owyhee  Canyonlands.  in  the  hart  of  your  proposed  military  training  range,  is  an 
abundant,  biodivtne  rr/on  of  reflinj  plateaus  cut  by  dramatic  e a.- yens  The  area  eenuini 
candidate  wild  and  scenic  riven,  more  that  IS  Wilderness  Study  Areas,  one  quarter  of  the 
California  BijV.n  Sheep  population  in  the  United  Sum.  ge'drn  ogles,  peregrine  falcon, 
pronghorn  antelope,  mule  deer,  elk,  cougar,  sage  grouse  and  many  other  species  of  wildlife, 
n  The  Air  Foree'i  own  Environment,  Safety  and  Occupational  Health  Strategies  Plan  rates 
I  that  there  art  currently  no  studies  that  truly  determine  the  effects  of  noise  levels,  lonit  booms, 

I  I  •juper-serjc  operations  and  subsonic  operations  on  humans,  animals,  or  riueturti.  Yet,  even 
I  without  die  availability  of  this  fundamental  information,  you  claim  that  you  have  folly  evaluated 
sail  effects  your  proposal  on  the  Owyhee  Canyonlands.  This  simply  cannot  be  true! 

The  base  levels  you  use  for  comparison  in  the  NOISE  sections  of  ths  DEIS  are  levels 
JejtabKsbed  iloce  the  addition  of  the  Composite  Wbg  1992.  In  order  to  eomply  with  NEPA,  an 
I  analysis  of  cumulative  effects  is  required.  TVrtfore,  die  noise  analysis  in  your  DFJS  should  have 
I  been  based  op.  pre-1992  use  levels  Your  attempt  to  incrementally  impact  this  irea  without  a  truly 
|  cumulative  analysis  is  entirely  unacceptable. 

Another  key  fact  (of  many)  that  the  you  have  foiled  to  include  us  your  Impact  Statement 

[has  to  do  with  toxic  chemicals,  spoaScally  Titanium  Tetrachloride,  associated  with  the  dummy 
bombs  that  will  be  dropped  within  the  12,000  acre  drop  site.  You  have  continually  downplayed 
and  minimired  the  effect  cf  these  bombs,  as  well  as  potential  health  risks  tttociated  wi'.’i  chaff.  A 
rudy  conducted  by  the  US  Department  of  Halth  and  Humus  Services  regarding  the  !:•  th  effects 
of  Titanium  Tetrachloride  contains  specific  evidence  to  the  contrary. 

An  additional  issue  of  concern  that  has  been  glossed  over  by  the  Air  Force,  is  that  no 
^natter  bow  many  promises  you  make  regarding  airspace,  environmental  concerns,  noijt.  etc.,  there 
are  no  assurances  that  those  promises  will  apply  to  ether  branches  of  the  military  or  foreign  flyers 
|  that  will  be  using  your  bombing  range.  In  foct,  >70  have  implied  that  you  will  hot  take 

re.^onsibilir/  fer  other  branches  of  the  military  0:  foreign  armed  forces  invited  to  practice  war  ** ” 
games  at  your  new  and  improved  training  range 

“  Finally,  by  the  your  own  admission,  this  plan  is  not  needed  to  save  Mountain  Home  Air 
Force  Base.  It’s  not  needed  It’s  not  wanted.  It’s  simply  not  good  for  the  land,  the  wildlife  or  the 
people  of  Idaho.  I  oppose  all  alternatives  referred  to  in  the  DEIS  and  I  request  an  extension  of  the 
comment  period  so  that  others  might  have  adequate  opportunity  to  express  their  concerns,  or  in  the 
alternative,  I  request  that  you  withdraw  your  proposal  entirely! 

Respectful!/  submitted, 


F^VA?  0frv\t 
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SUckttutt  *t  TnUtu^g  Rcuift  RtvU*  Conunittet 
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US.  Air  Force 

Bureau  of  Laud  Management 

P.O.Box  329 

Boise,  ID  83702-0329 

September  5th,  1997 

GE-2  Dear  Sir: 

The  following  comments  are  offered  by  the  Stockmen's  Training  Range  Review 
Committee  (5TRRC)  regarding  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  Enhanced 
Training  in  Idaho  (DEIS). 

The  STRRC  is  a  joint  committee  of  the  71  Livestock  Association  and  the  Owyhee 
Cattlemen's  Association  and  was  formed  to  respond  to  the  initial  training  range  proposals 
made  in  the  tate  80’s  .  We  can  reasonably  expect  to  be  negatively  impacted  by  expanded 
USAF  training  in  Idaho  yet  we  have  consistently  and  diligently  worked  to  develop 
proposals  that  will  accommodate  the  needs  of  the  USAF  and  maintain  the  viability  of  our 
ranches  and  private  property  values  in  Owyhee  County.  We  believe  in  the  multiple  use 
concept  of  federal  lands  and  have  sought  to  be  good  neighbors  for  the  USAF.  We  were 
encouraged  in  this  effort  by  Genera]  McCarthy’s  written  commitment  that  this  proposal 
would  not  go  forward  unless  the  affected  ranchers  were  satisfied. 

We  are  very  disappointed  In  this  DEIS  and  find  that  none  of  the  three  action  alternatives 
are  viable  unless  strong  mitigating  action  is  taken  to  address  the  following  concerns: 

1.  The  negative  impacts  to  the  ranchers  whose  BLM  allotments  may  be  altered  by  the  new 
range  sites  are  woefully  understated.  No  mention  is  made  of  increased  operating  costs 
due  to  travel  restrictions,  changes  in  cattle  movement  patterns,  increased  maintenance  of 
water  pipelines,  increased  difficulty  in  hiring  and  keeping  employees  due  to  increased  noise 
1  disturbance,  increased  fire  danger  and  suppression  costs,  increased  risk  of  catastrophic 
SO*  1 0  forage  loss  due  to  fire,  or  decreased  job  safety  due  to  more  noise  interfering  with 
communication. 

The  potential  reduction  in  livestock  numbers  for  that  rancher  has  been  described  only  in 
terms  of  net  income  loss  for  that  rancher  The  decrease  in  related  regional  economic 
activity,  such  as  trucking,  feed  production,  feedlot  usage  etc,  has  been  ignored. 


We  urge  that  this  information  be  made  available  to  the  public  and  that  a  compensation 
program  that  is  satisfactory  to  the  affected  rancher  or  ranchers  be  developed. 

2.  Compensation  satisfactory  to  the  rancher  for  the  loss  of  any  federal  grazing  permits  or 
rate  leases  due  to  the  establishment  of  a  the  new  range  should  be  guaranteed.  Part  of  that 
compensation  should  be  allowing  the  current  penrurtee(s)  or  lessee(5)  and  their  heirs  or 
successors  to  continue  to  graze  the  withdrawn  land  at  a  fee  not  to  exceed  the  federal 
grazing  fee  on  similar  lands  in  the  area.  Any  waterlines,  fences,  roads  or  other  range 
improvements  needed  to  maintain  the  economic  viability  of  the  remainder  of  the  affected 
allotments  or  leases ,  or  grazing  lands  received  as  compensation  in  kind,  must  be 
authorized.  This  document  must  constitute  the  analysts  required  by  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act.  Unless  the  range  improvements  can  be  completed,  both 
administratively  and  physically,  simultaneous  with  the  physical  withdrawal  of  the  lands  by 
the  USAF,  this  alternative  should  not  be  considered  viable. 

3.  The  negative  impact  of  increased  aircraft  noise  on  private  property  values  has  been 
totally  ignored.  If  the  current  trends  regarding  federal  lands  grazing  continue,  our  federal 

^grazing  permits  and  many  of  our  state  grazing  teases  will  become  valueless.  If  grazing 
permits  are  lost,  in  whole  or  in  part,  or  the  permits  lose  their  economic  viability,  the  sole 
remaining  asset  in  our  ranches  which  will  retain  value  is  our  private  lard.  That  land 
generally  has  value  only  for  agricultural  or  recreational  purposes.  Without  viable  federal 
permits  and  state  leases,  the  agricultural  value  will  be  minimal.  Increased  aircraft  noise 
would  greatly  diminish  the  recreational  value  of  our  property.  The  flood  of  negative 
comments  regarding  increased  aircraft  noise  and  recreation  vilues  on  federal  lands  is 
ample  proof  of  this  fact. 

All  private  property  owners  who  would  experience  increased  aircraft  noise  must  be 
contacted  and  that  mitigation  and  compensation  programs  satisfactory  to  the  landowners 
be  developed.  We  have  already  assisted  the  USAF  in  the  identification  of  affected  names 
and  locations. 

Compensation  could  be  monetary  or  in  kind  •  such  as  road  maintenance,  assistance  in  fire 
suppression,  assistance  in  fire  control  during  prescribed  bums,  and  providing  Noise  Level 
Reduction  modifications  to  residences  and  camps.  Mitigation  measures  could  include 
strict  and  enforceable  commitments  to  avoid  increased  noise  levels  when  residences  or 
camps  are  occupied,  or  when  activities  are  being  conducted  which  would  be  disrupted  by 
increased  noise.  Independent  third  party  monitoring  of  noise  levels  would  be  essential  to 
any  enforceable  commitment. 

An  intriguing  possibility  exists  regarding  emitter  sites.  Apparently  emitter  sites  will  result 
in  reduced  noise  levels  in  the  immediate  area  due  to  aircraft  avoidance  of  these  sites 
Perhaps  emitter  sites  could  be  leased  on  private  property  as  a  mitigating  and  compensatory 
measure.  The  final  decision  should  make  this  option  available  if  needed. 

4.  We  understand  that  negotiations  are  underway  with  the  Three  Creek  Good  Roads 
District  and  Owyhee  County  regarding  USAF  participation  in  new  road  construction  and 
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road  maintenance  where  appropriate.  We  strongly  approve  of  this  effort.  This  process 
[""should  be  completed  and  satisfactory  to  the  district  and  county  before  proceeding  further 
LU"13  the  EIS  process. 

5.  The  provision  of  water  for  both  federal  agency  and  private  fire  fighting  efforts  is 
appreciated  but  remains  inadequate  mitigation  for  increased  fire  riskj.  Excessive  fire  is 
destructive  to  all  resource  values  in  the  area.  Contrary  to  the  conclusions  of  this 
document,  we  are  certain  that  the  increased  human  presence  and  vehicle  traffic  in  the  area 
will  increase  fire  frequency. 

The  range  site  should  have  a  trained  and  equipped  crew  consisting  of  a  water  pumping 
truck,  a  water  tanker  for  refilling  pumpers,  and  a  road  grader.  Fire  suppression  efforts 
should  be  coordinated  with  the  Interagency  Fire  Center  on  federal  lands,  the  State 
Department  of  Lands  on  state  lands,  and  private  property  owners  on  private  lands.  This 
crew  should  be  made  available  to  suppress  fires  off  the  range  site  in  •  manner  similar  to 
the  way  neighboring  fire  departments  cooperate.  This  fire  suppression  asset  would 
mitigate  many  of  the  negative  impacts  on  other  interests.  See  #1  for  mitigation  to 
ranchers.  Other  resource  values,  such  as  sage  grouse  habitat,  deer  and  antelope  winter 
habitat  would  also  benefit. 


10.  Specific  written  agreements  between  affected  parties  indicating  resolution  of  issues  I 
^through  5  and  8  above  should  be  accomplished  before  the  record  of  decision  is  finalized. 

As  we  have  so  often  in  the  past,  we  would  be  happy  to  meet  and  work  with  you  on 
addressing  these  concerns.  We  sincerely  hope  these  concerns  can  be  adequately 
addressed  in  the  development  of  a  viable  action  alternative.  We  remain  convinced  that 
the  needs  of  the  ranchers  and  the  USAF  can  both  be  accommodated  if  the  will  to  seek 
that  accommodation  exists. 

Sincerely, 

Eric  Davjj,  Chairman 


Making  this  crew  available  for  fire  comrol  during  prescribed  bums  on  federal,  state  and 
private  land  would  also  provide  mitigation  for  ranchers  and  other  resource  values. 

The  seasonal  nature  of  fire  suppression  and  prescribed  fires  would  make  this  crew  and 
equipment  available  for  road  maintenance  efforts  at  other  times  of  the  year.  Because  the 
equipment  could  serve  dual  purposes,  and  because  a  thorough  knowledge  of  the  area's 
roads  would  be  of  value  for  both  road  work  and  fire  suppression  actions,  we  believe  this 
effort  would  be  a  very  economical  and  effective  mitigation  for  many  resource  issues. 

6.  The  discussion  in  Appendix  M  of  how  a  Resource  Management  Plan  would  be  prepared 
I  1 1  t  ft  r^0r  11,6  rtnse  s‘,e  Itu*ces  00  mention  of  coordinating  with  the  Owyhee  County  Land  Use 
LIMU  j^pian..  The  final  document  must  recognize  the  significance  of  county  efforts  to  guide 

rangeland  use  and  management  and  must  provide  for  USAF  coordination  with  that  effort. 

.  -  |7.  The  withdrawal  action  should  stipulate  that  if  the  USAF  abandons  the  range  in  the 
^  |  future  that  grazing  right  preferences  would  be  reestablished  and  reassigned  to  the 

permittee(s)  or  lessees(s),  or  their  heirs  or  successors,  from  whom  they  were  acquired. . 

8.  Increased  traffic  in  these  remote  areas  will  increase  the  risk  of  weed  introduction  and 
BI-47  *Prea<3.  Actions  to  prevent  introduction  and  mitigate  spread  should  be  specified  and 
^coordinated  with  Owyhee  County. 

op.-  9,  The  need  for  increased  provision  of  emergency  medical  services  in  this  area  has  not 

_been  addressed.  The  final  document  must  provide  an  assessment  of  increased  risk  and  an 
.  assessment  of  potential  mitigation  for  inadequate  services. 
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The  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  has  been  working  with  the  Air  Force  over  the 
proposed  development  of  a  supersonic  battlefield.  After  reviewing  the  draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statnnent  the  Foundation  finds  that  the  project  will  be  detrimental  to  bighorn  sheep 
populations  in  Southwestern  Idaho.  Your  support  is  needed.  Please  sign  this  letter,  add  your 
comments  and  mail  to  the  address  listed. 


OL'J.iGl 


June,  1997 


United  States  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 
P.O.  Box  329 
Boise,  ID  83701 -0329 

GE-3  To  Whom  it  May  Concern: 

As  a  member  of  the  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  l  would  like  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Came  to  re-establish  a  trapping  and  transplanting  program  from  the 
California  Bighorn  sheep  populations  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho.  This  program  has  provided 
transplant  stock  to  unoccupied  habitat  in  the  Western  United  States. 


GE-2  Idaho  Conservation  League  Comments 
on 

Department  of  the  AJ~  Force 


The  best  means  to  re-establish  this  program,  which  has  not  occurred  since  1992,  is  by  supporting 
the  no  action  alternative  (no  development  of  a  tactical  and  electronic  air  combat  bombing  range 
in  Southwestern  Idaho)  in  the  United  States  Air  Force's  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho- 
Environmental  Impact  Statement. 


Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 


Also,  I  would  like  to  see  the  United  States  Air  Force  mitigate  with  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Came  concerning  supersonic  and  subsonic  overflight  relief  during  lambing  season  and  the 
annual  hunting  season,  as  the  366*  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Base  currently  trains 


Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment. 
Sincerely, 

Signature  Required 


- . - — 1 - - 

Name  Vv.\  \ 

Address  |  l 

Citv^IX  V.\V\  State  & 

i  q 

Comments.  ^  kv**.  t  "T*  v 

t'v/i  \  wV  ,\V  i  *V\  fV  ^  -‘JLn. —  ^  t  I 

VJ  (V~  ij  .  TWa  <X~.  rNU^M^ 
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Sine*  1989  the  Air  Force  ha*  published  four  Environmental 
Impact  Statements  in  its  attempt  to  establish  a  new  tactical 
training  range  in  Idaho.  Only  the  Air  Force  in  Idaho  fts  in  1992 
which  established  the  366th  Composite  Wing  at  Mtn.  Home  AFB  has 
been  completed.  Since  the  Wing's  arrival,  however,  the  Air  Force 
has  continually  pointed  to  it  as  the  justification  for  creation  of 
new  range  capabilities  in  southwest  Idaho. 

The  Purpose  and  Need  section  of  the  ETT-DEIS  continues  to 
point  to  the  training  needs  of  the  366th  Composite  Wing  as  the 
justification  for  the  current  range  development  proposal. 


The  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  states: 

"Connected  actions. . .are  Interdependent  parts  of  a  larger 
action  and  depend  on  the  larger  action  for  their 
justification. . .and  therefore  should  be  discussed  in  the 
s*me  impact  statement."  J1308.25  (a)(1) 

In  the  light  of  the  court's  order  for  a  combined  EIS,  the  HE  PA 
regulations,  and  the  fact  that  the  ETI-DEIS  is  not  a  combined  EIS, 
ICL  must  conclude  that  the  Air  Force  has  chosen  to  proceed  along  a 
course  which  is  fundamentally  illegal. 


In  a  suit  brought  by  Greater  Ovyhee  Legal  Defense  (COLD)  in 
1992,  the  Federal  District  Court  ruled  that  the  Air  Force  wrongly 
separated  environmental  analyses  for  siting  the  composite  wing  at 
Mtn.  Home  AFB  and  a  proposed  new  tactical  range  for  wing  training. 

The  Air  Force  intended  at  the  time  of  the  Air  Force  in  Idaho 
EIS  to  pursue  new  training  for  the  wing  but  it  excluded 
consideration  of  the  Idaho  Training  Range  proposal  in  the  AFI 
Composite  Wing  impact  statement.  The  Court  said,  "The  failure  to 
include  a  study  of  the  environmental  impacts  of  the  Idaho  Training 
Range... was  an  abuse  of  discretion  or  otherwise  not  in  accordance 
with  law." 

"The  Administrative  Record .. .shows  that  the  .range)  was  pulled 
back  out  of  the  EIS ...  because  of  a  concern  that  environmental 
opposition  to  the  Range  might  delay  the  Composite  Wing  beddown," 
wrote  Federal  Magistrate  Mikel  Williams. 

The  Court  ruled  the  Air  Force  must  start  over  again  with  a 
npj  combined  environmental  impact  statement  that  evaluates  both  the 
composite  wing  and  its  training  needs. 

The  Idaho  Conservation  League  maintains  that  any  environmental 
OY-l  evaluation  of  new  training  facilities  for  the  Composite  Wing,  such 
_as  the  current  ETI,  must  be  consistent  with  this  ruling. 

The  ETI-DEIS  is  not  the  combined  EIS  ordered  by  the  court. 


ICL's  view  is  that  the  Issue  of  whether  additional  training 
facilities  for  the  Composite  Wing  are  "needed",  "necessary",  or  are 
for  "enhancement" ,  or  whether  some  other  characterization  is 
applied,  is  not  the  primary  legal  question.  The  legal  questions 
revolve  around  the  NEPA  requirements:  comprehensive  evaluation  of 
connected  actions,  cumulative  actions,  and  cumulative  impacts. 

NEPA  requires  an  environmental  impact  statement  to  "provide  a 
full  and  fair  discussion  of  significant  environmental  impacts." 
The  ETI-DEIS  fails  in  this  requirement.  Again  and  again  the  ETI- 
PR  DEIS,  avoids  the  crucial  analysis  of  environmental  impacts  by 

rn'u  stating  that  the  impact  of  a  described  action  would  be  "slight"  or 
insignificant"  or  that  there  would  be  "no  impact."  Other  times 
^potential  impacts  of  proposed  actions  are  not  discussed  at  all.  In 
discussing  fire  risk  in  Alternative  b,  the  storage  of  diesel  fuel 
is  not  seen  as  a  fire  risk  because  the  tanks  and  their  use  would, 
"comply  with  all  current  federal  and  state  safety  standards  for 
*u«l  storage  tanks. «  The  possible  impacts  of  fuel  handling, 
SF-13  transport,  and  spillage  are  not  discussed.  There  is  not  analysis 
of  fire  risk  due  to  heated  targets  because  their,  "installation  and 
maintenance  would  be  in  compliance  with  all  federal  and  state 
standards  for  such  equipment."  These  attempts  to  avoid  analysis  of 
^impacts  for  proposed  actions  beg  the  question.  One  gets  the 
impression  when  reading  the  ETI-DEIS  that  the  proposal  is  without 
impact  to  the  environment.  Yet  when  one  steps  back  and  looks  at 
the  proposal  as  a  whole  it  is  clear  that  there  would  be  significant 
impacts  for  a  proposal  of  this  scope. 


Because  of  the  inadequacies  in  the  1992  AFI-EIS  and  the 
court's  ruling,  the  training  activities  approved  in  the  Record  of 
Decision  (i.e.  supersonic  overflight,  air  space  modifications,  and 
use  of  chaff  and  flares  throughout  the  MOAs  over  southwestern 
Idaho)  are  considered  not  legal  by  the  Idaho  Conservation  League. 

The  current  ETI-DEIS  points  directly  at  the  366th  composite 
Wing  as  the  justification  for  the  establishment  of  new  tactical 
training  facilities  in  southwest  Idaho*  This  confirms  GOLD'S 
contention  that  the  siting  of  the  Composite  Wing  at  Mtn.  Home  AFB 
in  1992  and  the  quest  for  new  tactical  training  facilities  are 
connected  actions. 


In  Section  4.11,  Recreational  and  Visual  Resources,  readers 
are  told  that  a  proposal  which  includes  an  air-to-ground  boobing 
range:  target  industrial  sites:  a  railyard;  30  threat  emitter  sites 
with  buildings,  fuel  storage  tanks,  and  40  foot  antennae:  and  200 

C|ife-slzed  tank  and  vehicle  targets  spread  over  an  area  of  about 
one  million  acres  would  have  only  a  "limited  effect  on  visual 
resources,"  however,  "these  impacts  are  not  expected  to  be 
significant."  This  is  not  a  full  and  fair  discussion  of 
significant  environmental  impacts. 
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In  Section  5.0,  Irreversible  and  Irretrievable  Conunitments  of 
Resources,  there  is  no  cention  of  the  loss  of  natural  character  of 
PR-12  the  environment.  No  mention  of  loss  of  solitude,  natural  panoramic 
vistas,  natural  quiet,  natural  soundscape,  or  loss  of  wildlife  due 
to  noise,  disturbance,  end  intrusion. 

In  Section  2.6,  Cumulative  Impacts,  the  ETI-DEIS  "proposal"  is 
characterized  as  a  single  action,  rather  than  a  collection  of 
actions.  This  is  characteristic  of  a  fundamental  flaw  in  the 
analysis  of  impacts  addressed  in  the  ETI-DEIS.  Each  component  of 
the  ETI-DEIS  proposal  is  described  as  a  single  action  and  the 
j  impacts  of  each  component  are  treated  as  single  impacts.  There  is 
PR.?’  no  frank*  realistic  analysis  of  the  cumulative  impacts  of  the  many 
**  I  actions  proposed  in  the  ETI-DEIS.  This  could  be  interpreted  as  an 
[_attempt  to  disguise  or  conceal  impacts  of  this  proposal.  X  lie  of 
onission  rather  commission,,  if  you  will.  If  the  Air  Force  doesn't 
mention  cumulative  impacts  maybe  no  erte  else  will  notice  their 
absence.  This,  in  spite  of  the  fact  that  the  ETI-DEIS  has  many 
sections  purportedly  devoted  to  cumulative  impacts.  If  the 
cumulative  impacts  sections  of  the  DEIS  do  not  deal  adequately  with 
cumulative  impacts,  what  will? 

The  Air  Force  has  a  history  in  Idaho  of  attempting  conceal  the 
impacts  of  their  proposals  through  the  use  of  poor  science,  failure 
to  disclose  impacts,  and  failure  to  analyze  the  cumulative  impacts 
of  related  actions. 

f”  Air  Force  efforts  to  expand  training  facilities  in  Idaho  for 
DP-4  I  the  COBP°sit«  wing  have  been  characterized  by  fragmentation.  This 
pieeemealing  approach  violates  the  requirements  of  NEPA  to  evaluate 
|_connected  and  cumulative  actions  in  one  EIS. 

In  1992  the  Air  Force  in  Idaho  EIS  (declared  illegal  by  the 
’J.S.  District  Court)  evaluated  B-52  bombers  as  a  component  of  the 
composite  wing.  In  1996,  the  Air  Force  substituted  B-l  bombers  for 
the  B-52s.  An  Environmental  Assessment  concluded  that  the  B-l 
substitution  would  have  no  significant  impact  even  though  the  B-l 
is  a  large,  noisy,  supersonic  bomber.  The  Air  Force  said  that  they 
wouldn't  fly  the  B-ls  supersonic,  therefore  there  was  no  need  to 
evaluate  supersonic  noise  levels  for  the  B-l  or  how  they  would  add 
to  the  cumulative  impact  of  the  noise  levels  of  other  aircraft.  B- 
|ls  have  been  flying  supersonic  in  Idaho  airspace  and  are  implicated 
NO-18  in  damage  to  the  windows  and  foundation  of  the  Castleford 
JjUghschool. 

At  the  Grasmere  emitter  site,  the  Air  Force  had  an  agreement 
with  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  that  they  could  install  mobile 
facilities  on  public  land.  The  Air  Force  proceeded  to  install 
permanent  facilities  in  violation  of  the  agreement.  They 
contracted  with  Idaho  Power  Company  to  construct  a  large  array  of 
solar  panels  in  order  to  provide  power  for  the  site.  BLM  was  not 
Notified.  There  was  no  public  involvement.  There  has  been  no 
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environmental  evaluation  of  the  impacts  of  this  highly  visible 
emitter  site  in  spite  of  the  fact  that  it  is  in  close  proximity  to 
several  Wilderness  Study  Areas.  The  Grasmere  emitter  is  an 
integral  part  of  any  training  range  constructed  in  Idaho  by  the  Air 
Force. 

The  initiation  of  ETI-DEIS  is  a  continuing  separation  of 
environmental  evaluation  just  as  was  the  defeated  ITR  (Idaho 
Training  Range)  EIS.  The  Court  ruled  the  '92  Air  Force  in  Idaho 
(AFI)  EIS  illegal  precisely  because  it  separated  environmental 
evaluation  of  .connected  actions. 

There  is  no  mention  of  the  Grasmere  Emitter  Site  or  the 
addition  of  the  B-l  Bomber  to  the  Composite  Wing  as  potential 
connected  actions  or  cumulative  impacts.  Both  issues  should  be 
analyzed  in  the  ETI-DEIS  as  connected  actions  which  have  cumulative 
impacts . 

The  manner  of  designating  overlapping  regions  of  influence 
(ROI)  is  needlessly  confusing.  It  makes  the  discussion  of  impacts 
more  difficult  to  follow  and  more  difficult  to  understand. 

NEPA  regulations  state  that,  "Statements  shall  be  concise, 
clear,  and  to  the  point,  and  shall  be  supported  by  evidence  that 
_the  agency  has  made  the  necessary  environmental  analyses."  The 
ETI-DEIS  is  not  clear  and  to  the  point.  It  seems  to  ramble  and 
obfuscate.  Information  that  should  be  presented  in  one  place  is 
dispersed  throughout  the  document.  It  is  not  clear  that  the  Air 
_Force  has  made  the  necessary  environmental  analyses.  P.  4-108 
states,  "Information  about  noise  effects  on  sage  grouse  is  not 
available  in  the  literature." 

—  Noise  analysis  in  the  DEIS  is  flawed  and  inadequate.  There 
are  two  sections  in  the  ETI-DEIS  dealing  with  noise.  Neither 
discussion  makes  clear  what  the  noise  impacts  will  really  be  like. 
Recent  documents  which  are  part  of  the  Air  Force  1996-97 
Environmental  Safety  and  Occupational  Health  Research,  Development 
and  Acquisition  Strategic  Plan  say  that  the  applicability  of  the 
Air  Force's  current  methods  of  noise  analysis  to  areas  of  practical 
interest  to  the  Air  Force  "has  never  been  demonstrated,"  and  that 
the  Air  Force  needs  to  develop  legally  defensible  noise  analysis 
methods  to  establish,  maintain  or  change  military  airspace  and  to 
predict  the  annoyance  of  sporadic  sonic  booms  over  largely 
dispersed  populations.  The  plan  shows  that  the  Air  Force  knew  the 
noise  studies  used  the  ETI-DEIS  are  invalid.  The  Air  Force  needs 
to  make  the  necessary  environmental  analyses  regarding  noise. 
^Without  valid  noise  analysis  the  ETI-DEIS  is  invalid. 
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NEPA  regulations  state,  "Environmental  Impact  Statements  shall 
be  analytic  rather  than  encyclopedic."  On  July  18,  1997,  Brian 
Goller  was  informed  by  Sheri  Freemuth  of  SAIC  that  Section  7.0, 
References,  was  actually  more  of  a  bibliography  of  references  and 
contained  many  more  references  that  are  actually  cited  in  the  ETI- 
DEIS.  Mr.  Goller  was  also  informed  that  the  list  of  references 
actually  cited  in  the  ETI-DEIS  was  available  but  would  have  to  be 
requested  through  the  office  of  Lt.  col.  Tom  Lillie  or  Col.  Peace. 
This  appears  to  be  a  deliberate  effort  to  be  encyclopedic  rather 
than  analytic  and  to  restrict  access  to  helpful  Information. 

NEPA  regulations  state,  "if  a  cost-benefit  analysis  relevant 
to  the  choice  among  environmentally  different  alternatives  is  being 
considered  for  the  proposed  action,  it  shall  by  incorporated  by 
reference  or  appended  to  the  statement  as  an  aid  in  evaluating  the 
environmental  consequences." 

The  need  for  efficiency  has  long  bean  a  primary  argument  for 
developing  new  tactical  training  facilities  in  southwest  Idaho. 
The  Air  Force  produced  one  cost-benefit  analysis  which  was 
evaluated  by  the  Department  of  Defense  Inspector  General  in  Audit 
Report  No.  95-274,  released  June,  1995.  The  DoD  Audit  Report 
stated  that,  "any  exception  to  the  general  policy  of  downsizing  DoD 
infrastructure  needa  to  be  based  on  well  documented  requirements 
and  cost  benefit  analyses."  The  report  found  that  the  Air  Force 
cost-benefit  analysis  was  not  valid. 


The  Department  of  Defense  is  seeking  expanded  training 
facilities  in  many  states  at  a  time  when  it  is  officially 
downsizing  infrastructure  and  closing  bases.  The  Air  Force  and  the 
Department  of  Defense  need  to  prepare  a  programmatic  EIS  to 
evaluate  military  training  needs  and  facilities  on  a  nationwide 
basis  prior  to  any  further  expansions,  including  the  ETI-DEIS. 

The  Air  Force  does  themselves  and  the  American  people  a 
disservice  when  they  continue  to  pursue  an  environmentally  damaging 
project  which  they  do  not  need.  The  continuing  specious  arguments 
for  the  project  and  efforts  to  divide  the  citizenry  against  one 
another  in  order  to  gain  advantage  contribute  to  the  growing 
cynicism  which  is  destroying  our  democratic  government.  The  Air 
Force  has  millions  of  acres  of  training  ranges  available  to  it  now. 
Some  are  quite  close  to  Mtn,  Home  AFB.  The  Composite  Winq  is  well 
trained  and  combat'  ready.  The  Air  Force  could  gain  immeasurably  in 
public  esteem  by  giving  up  this  proposal  and  joining  those  who  seek 
to  protect  the  wonderful  and  mysterious  Owyhee. 

Written  for  ICL  by  Brian  Goller 
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US  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 
PO  Box  329 

Boise.  Idaho  83702-0329 

Re:  Comment!  on  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho,  DEIS 
GE-2  To  Whom  It  May  Concern. 

This  letter  is  to  express  concerns  regarding  the  Air  Force's  planned  expansions,  termed  Enhanced  Training  in 
Idaho  As  •  citizen  of  the  Western  Shoshone  Nation,  I  am  opposed  to  the  ongoing  and  increasing 
militarization  of  Newe  Sogobia  (Western  Shoshone  homelands).  When  the  Air  Force  refers  to  “Government  to 
Government"  relations,  they  must  bear  in  mind  that  one  community  doe*  not  speak  for  the  Nation.  There  are 
more  than  ten  communities  that  comprise  the  Western  Shoshone  Nation.  To  date,  many  of  these  communities 
have  been  impacted  by  military  operations  and  undoubtedly  have  concerns  about  the  Air  Force's  expansions. 

The  Creator  bestowed  upon  the  Western  Shoshone  the  rights  and  responsibilities  to  protect  all  life  within  our 
territory.  That  includes  the  lands,  waters  and  the  air  upon  which  all  life  depends.  These  things  are  sacred  to 
us.  As  my  relatives,  both  young  and  old.  who  live  in  Duck  Valley,  expressed  at  the  June  scoping  meeting,  our 
lands  are  incxlrieably  linked  to  our  culture,  spirituality  and  way  of  life.  The  health  of  these  lands  is  necessary 
to  teach  our  ehildren  the  traditional  ways.  The  contamination  and  disturbances  to  our  territory  prevents  us 
from  gathering  native  foods,  visiting  places  for  prayer,  and  destroys  the  resting  grounds  of  our  ancestors. 
Clearly,  the  military  has  no  respect  for  life  or  the  indigenous  people. 

T reity  of  Ruby  Valley  and  International  Law 

The  DEIS  makes  reference  to  the  1863  Treaty  of  Peace  and  Friendship  at  Ruby  Valley  between  the  United 
States  and  the  Shoshone  Nation  (p.3-192).  The  US  Constitution  states  that  Treaties  are  the  “Supreme  Law  of 
the  Land."  The  1863  Treaty  of  Ruby  Valley  between  the  US  and  the  Western  Shoshone  Nation  has  never 
been  superseded  by  any  legal  means.  Therefore,  the  lands  which  ihe  Treaty  affirms  as  belonging  to  the 
Western  Shoshone  Nation  are  still  under  Western  Shoshone  jurisdiction.  It  is  important  to  note  that  cash 
payments,  such  as  the  Claims  Commission  money,  as  referenced  by  the  Air  Force  in  the  DEIS,  does  not 
nullify  a  Treaty.  One  does  not  buy  or  sell  inherent  sovereign  rights  — The  Treaty  w«  and  still  is  a  recognition 
of  these  rights  by  the  US.  As  an  agreement  between  two  nations,  neither  nation  can  make  unilateral  decisions 
that  impact  the  other  Nation  Since  its  signing,  the  US  has  continued  to  undermine  the  Treaty  with  actions  such 
as  the  Indian  Land  Claims  Commission  award  and  now,  by  granting  lands  and  airspace  to  the  military. 

The  current  Draft  United  Nations  Declaration  on  the  Rights  of  Indigenous  Peoples,  which  the  US  is  a  pan 
of.  further  supports  the  position  of  the  Western  Shoshone  Nation.  Articles  36  and  28  are  particularly  relevant 

Ankle  36 

Indigenous  peoples  have  the  right  to  the  recognition,  observance  and  enforcement  or  treaties, 
agreements  and  other  constructive  arrangements  concluded  wjih  States  or  their  successors,  according  to 
spect 


Written  Comments 


289 


oo;.iS2 


0G.U&2 


«her  eonwurtlvt  ■rrantem«tts.  Conflicts  aM  dispute*  wtileh  cannot  otherwise  be  sent*!  should  b* 

Submitted  lo  comp«t«m  inttmitionil  bodies  affeed  to  by  sit  parti**  contented 

Article  2t 

tadJ|cnous  Peoples  hav*  the  right  lo  At  eonservtfion,  reitoruion  lit  d  protection  of  At  loul 
environment  sod  At  productive  capacity  of  Aelr  lends,  territories  end  resoureei.  u  well  u  to 
•uitunct  Tor  Ais  purpose  from  Stem  uid  Aroujh  International  cooperation  Military  activities  shaft 
not  take  piece  in  Ac  lends  end  territories  of  iodi|«ttous  peoples,  unless  otherwise  freely  speed  upon  by 
Ac  peoples  concerned. 

Stetts  shall  teke  effective  meisurei  to  ensure  Ait  no  ttortje  or  disposal  of  hazardous  meterisls  shell 
teke  piece  in  Ac  lends  end  territories  of  indigenous  peoples. 

The  Western  Shoshone  arc  currently  in  the  process  of  applying  Ais  Declaration  and  oAer  international  lews  to 
prorest  the  United  Slates’  and  its  agencies*  illegal  usurpation  of  Western  Shoshone  rights  and  responsibilities. 
A  human  rights  violation  case  has  been  filed  against  Ae  US  Government  before  Ae  Inter-Ameriean 
Commission  on  Human  Rights,  a  function  of  the  Organization  of  American  Stares.  This  case  builds  on  Ae 
long  and  unrelenting  struggle  of  Ae  Western  Shoshone  Nation  to  secure  their  land  rights.  As  a  federal  agency 
that  continues  to  claim  jurisdiction  over  Newe  Sogobia,  Ae  Air  Force  is  t  part  or  Ais  case.  The  Air  Force 
should  not  proceed  wiA  any  further  actions  until  Ais  case  has  bern  justly  resolved. 

Additionally,  in  1993,  the  Western  Shoshone  National  Council  filed  a  motion  to  intervene  In  a  Department  of 
Justice  lawsuit  against  Nye  County.  The  National  Council’s  intervention  is  pan  of  an  ongoing  effort  to  foree 
the  United  States  to  examine  how  it  acquired  jurisdiction  over  Western  Shoshone  homelands-  Until  this  miner 
hu  been  justly  resolved,  the  Air  Force  should  abstain  from  acquiring  and/or  using  Weitem  Shoshone  tands  or 
airspace. 

Environmental  Justice  Executive  Order  1289! 

Additionally.  Ae  Air  Foree  violates  the  intent  orExecutive  Order  12191  "Federal  Actions  to  Address 
Environmental  Justice  in  Minority  Populations  and  Low-lncome  Populations."  This  Order  calls  for  the 
Department  of  Defense  and  oAer  federal  agencies  lo  identify  and  address  disproportionately  high  and  adverse 
human  hcalA  or  environmental  effects  of  its  programs  and  activities  on  minority  populations.  Whether  Ae  Air 
Force  recognizes  it  or  not.  indigenous  peoples  within  Ae  western  US  art  disproportionately  adversely  affected 
by  military  operations.  Essentially  every  base  in  the  western  US  is  operating  on  Native  lands.  Despite  the 
rumors  of  base  closures  and  budget  cuts,  Ae  bases  in  Ae  west  are  in  the  middle  of  enormous  expansions, 
without  the  consent  and  input  from  Ae  indigenous  peoples.  In  Ae  Great  Basin  aiont.  all  Ae  military  bases  are 
expanding:  Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base  on  Paiute  and  Western  Shoshone  lands;  Ae  Utah  Training  Range 
on  Shoshone  and  Goshute  lands;  Hill  Air  Force  Base  on  Shoshone  and  Goshute  lands;  Nellis  Air  Force  Base 
on  Western  Shoshone  lands;  and  Naval  Air  Station,  Fallon  on  Western  Shoshone  and  Paiute  lands. 

^Executive  Order  1289  J  calls  for  an  (nicr  Agency  Working  Group  (section  M02)  to  address  issues  of 
Environmental  Justice.  We  demand  that  a  Working  Group  compile  an  assessment  of  Ae  past  and  planned 
impacts  of  military  activities  on  the  health  of  Native  lands  and  peoples.  As  indigenous  peoples.  Western 
^hoshone  and  Paiute  way  of  life  is  based  on  relationships  wiA  our  lands.  Our  church  is  outside;  our  food  is  the 
plants,  animals  and  fish.  These  things  are  not  factored  into  your  findings  of  “no  significant  impacts" 

The  indigenous  peoples  hive  been  given  the  responsibility  to  speak  for  Ae  heatA  of  Ae  feturc  generations  and 
of  Aose  lives  who  have  no  voice.  The  military,  including  Ais  DEIS,  has  tried  to  piecemeal  their  bombing 
ranges,  air  space  expansions,  land  withdrawals,  etc.  into  smalt  supposedly  unrelated  and  insignif  cant 
packages.  This  is  an  insult.  If  the  Air  Force  is  sincere  in  following  Ae  requirements  of  Ae  National 


^Jnv  ronmental  policy  Aet,  we  should  be  provided  comprehensive,  substantive  and  accurate  information.  The 
Jonty  way  to  do  Ais  is  to  complete  a  National  Needs  Assessment  This  study  should  document  the  need  for 
|  curten:  expansions,  long-term  plans  of  the  miliary,  direct  and  indirect  impacts,  as  well  as  Ae  means  for  citizen 
J^parttcipation.  The  Air  Force's  DEIS  should  be  put  on  hold  until  Ais  Assessment  is  completed. 


Throughout  Ae  document  Acre  is  a  lack  of  substintivc  analysis  of  Ae  impacts  to  Western  Shoshone  and 
Pa*ute  lands.  Over  ten  trillion  ehaff  fibers  have  been  dropped  on  Western  Shoshone  and  Paiute  lands  over  Ae 
jfst  twenty  years.  The  fibers  are  mierofine  aluminum  coated  fiberglass.  Chaff  poses  a  respiratory  risk  to 
humans  and  animals.  Even  though  other  military  studies  (Alaska  Military  Operations.  Bradley  International 
Airport  and  Andrews  Air  Force  Base)  have  found  possible  risks  associated  with  the  use  of  chaff.  Ais  DEIS 
consider*  Ae  ETI  to  be  Ae  exception.  Now  Ae  Air  Force  wants  to  increase  chaff  use  by  J  JS  in  the  Paradise 
MOA  (p.2-73).  Once  again,  Ae  Air  Force  demonstrates  l  total  disrespect  for  life  and  Ae  elements  which 
sustain  us  all. 


nly  in  the  rural  areas  and  on  Native  lands  would  Ae  Air  Force 
i  on  humans,  animals  and  the  environment  Until  an 
Mai  impacts  of  ehaff,  including  Ae  impacts  on  indigenous 
itd  plants,  has  been  completed,  approval  of  Ais  DEIS  poses  a 


Titanium  Tetrachloride 

The  Air  Force  intends  to  drop  "Cold  Spot  Cartridges"  containing  titanium  tetrachloride  on  Western  Shoshone 
and  Paiute  lands.  In  Ae  DEIS  discussion  of  the  Impacts  of  Ail  chemical,  the  document  states  Ait  illinium 
tetrachloride  “quickly  becomes  Inert  and  dissipates"  (p.  2-70)  Yet  LI.  duPont  deNemoun  Jt  Co..  Ae 
manufacturer  of  Ais  chemical  warns  that  "titanium  tetrachloride  is  a  powerful  desiccant  aM  contact  with  the 
liquid  product  will  cause  bums  from  both  ehemical  and  thermal  effects.  The  vapor  is  also  hazardous  and  is 
extremely  irritating  to  the  skin,  eyes,  nose  and  Aroat.  Overexposure  to  Ae  vapor  may  cause  bums  to  Ae  eyes 
and  lungs." 

Based  on  Ais  warning,  as  well  as  OSHa,  and  oAer  federal,  state  and  health  organizations  precautions  wiA 
titanium  tetrachloride.  It  is  imperative  the  Air  Force  re-evaluate  Ae  human  healA  and  environmental  risks 
associated  whh  titanium  tetrachloride. 

Electronic  Warfare  Sites  and  Radioactivity 

Threat  emitters  are  military  air  combat  training  radar  emitters.  »at-up  to  simulate  enemy  military  facilities  and 
air  combat  scenarios.  The  emitters  expel  powerful  non-ionizing  radiation.  The  Naval  Air  Station.  Fallon  has 
already  admitted  Aat  five  of  Aeir  current  emitter*  pose  electromagnetic  radiation  hazards  to  the  land  and  the 
^ubtk.  The  Navy  is  also  in  the  middle  of  a  proposed  expansion,  including  twenty  five  additional  threat 
emitters  in  Central  Nevada,  Western  Shoshone  territory,  Western  Shoshone  and  Paiute  have  been  very  vocal 
opponents  to  these  expansions. 

The  Air  Force's  proposal  to  place,  whether  mobile  or  stationary,  another  Airty  electronic  warfare  sites  is 
unreasonable  and  duplicative.  There  are  already  sixty  nine  electronic  warfare  sites  in  Central  Nevada  alone 
Nevada  is  presently  home  to  Ae  most  intensive  and  extensive  use  of  lands  by  Ae  military.  Western  Shoshone 
country  is  alto  Ae  most  bombed  nation  on  earth;  over  1 .000  nuclear  detonations  have  occurred  since  the 
1930s  The  effects  of  radioactive  fallout  and  contamination  art  still  not  eleirtv  understood  or  researched 
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Wesiem  Shoshone  people  and  lands,  as  well  as  other  indigenous  people*  from  around  Ae  world,  have  been  Ae 
military’s  guinea  pigs  for  too  long  This  is  yet  another  Environmental  Justice  issue.  Any  further  intentional 
release  of  radiation  in  Newt  Sogobia  is  entirely  unxceptable. 

.  «  «  r* Additionally,  the  impacts  of  Ae  noise  and  air  pollution  from  Ae  diesel  generators  feeling  the  emitter*  should 
Ay-X  J^be  included  in  Ae  DEIS  based  on  the  maximum  length  of  operation  per  day.  seven  days  a  week  (p  4-27). 
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*  |  The  DEIS  greatly  underestimates  Ae  severity  or  disturbances  from  overflight  noise  and  sonic  booms  The 
LDEJS  states  Aat  sonic  booms  will  increase  by  7SH  in  the  Sailor  Creek  ares  and  JOY.  in  Ac  Jarbidge/Bruneiu 
MOAs.  During  Ae  scoping  meeting  In  Dock  Valley  in  June,  1997  many  speakers  mentioned  that  Ae  noise 
levels  had  a  greater  impact  on  Aeir  children  and  elder*.  The  DEIS  noise  studies  should  differentiate  these 
impacts.  The  studies  should  also  analyze  Ae  effects  of  noise  beyond  Ae  categories  of  "annoyance"  kveli  and 
1  _by  simply  stating  that  people  may  be  startled  (p.4-15).  Noise  levels  used  are  for  aircraft  cruising  on  Military 
;  _Training  Routes,  not  for  aircraft  maneuvering  in  a  MOA  (p.4.|M3).  This  results  in  lower  figures  and 
misleading  Ae  public.  Additionally,  it  appear*  that  noise  studies  refer  to  a  single  aircraft  instead  of  several 
J  aircraft  operating  as  Ae  Composite  Wing  Again,  Ais  misrepresentation  results  in  significantly  lower  figures 
and  misleads  Ae  public.  The  noise  analysis  in  Ae  DEIS  is  based  on  Ae  Shultz  tune  which  factors  a  mix  of 
trim,  railroad,  toad  and  aircraft  noise  in  urban  communities— not  aircraft  noise  In  a  rural  and  wilderness 
^environment.  In  all,  the  noise  studies  in  the  DEIS  are  Insufficient  and  misleading  and  should  be  redone 


The  military  it  Involved  In  yet  another  land  and  airipace  grab.  In  the  ease  of  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho,  the 
Air  Force  Is  grabbing  for  land  that  is  not  A<  US  government’*  to  give  away.  Land  and  Air  cannot  be  bartered 
and  sold  based  on  findings  or  significant  or  insignificant  impacts.  Land  is  the  hone  to  all  life;  it  contains  Ae 
water*  upon  which  ait  life  depends.  Land  is  sacred  to  Ae  indigenous  peoples.  To  dump  toxic  chemicals, 
mierofine  aluminum  particles,  and  aim  lasers  on  her.  is  to  destroy  our  Mother  that  created  and  sustains  us.  As  i 
traditional  Western  Shoshone.  1  must  speak  for  Ae  unborn  Aat  are  not  yet  here.  On  behalf  of  the  future 
generations  and  for  Ae  survival  of  A«  earth,  1  can  not  permit  Ae  Air  Force's  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho 


Carrie  Dtnn.  citizen  of  Ae  Western  Shoshone  Nation 

Director,  Western  Shoshone  Defense  Project 


September  6,  1997 

U.  S.  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 

F.O.  Box  329 

Boise,  ID  83701-0329 


The  following  are  the  comments  of  The  Wilderness  Society  on  the  Draff  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  (DEIS)  for  the  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho  (ETI).  The  Wilderness 
Society  is  also  supporting  the  comments  submitted  by  the  Owyhee  Canyonlands  Coalition  as  well 
as  other  comments  submitted  by  the  member  groups  of  the  Owyhee  Canyonlands  Coalition. 

While  these  comments  are  by  no  means  all  inclusive,  they  do  outline  some  of  the  major 
concerns  TWS  has  whh  the  ETI  proposal.  And,  while  we  appreciate  the  Air  Force  extending  the 
comment  period  an  additional  30  days,  more  time  would  have  allowed  us  to  provide  even  more 
Substantial  comments  and  suggestions  In  the  future,  we  suggest  the  Air  Force  compare  current 
public  opinion  on  other  DEIS  comment  periods  with  their  own.  (i  e.  Owyhee  Resource 
Management  Plan  -  300  days.  Interior  Columbia  Basin  Ecosystem  Management  Plan  -  270  days) 
While  the  legal  requirement  may  be  90  days,  the  court  of  public  opinion  is  requiring  more  time  io 
thoughtfully  look  at  and  comment  on  documents  several  hundred  pages  in  length  or  more.  For 
example,  the  ORMP  is  a  smaller  document  and  covers  a  smaller  amount  of  area,  however,  the 
issues  are  almost  as  broad  as  the  issues  under  ETI. 

About  The  Wilderness  Society 

The  Wilderness  Society  (TWS)  is  a  nonprofit  membership  organization  dedicated  to  the 
wise  management  and  conservation  of  public  lands  resources,  specifically,  the  establishment  and 
preservation  of  wilderness  The  Wilderness  Society  has  been  working  since  1935  to  preserve 
wilderness  and  wildlife,  protect  America’s  prime  forests,  parks,  rivers,  deserts,  and  shorelands  and 
to  foster  an  American  find  ethic.  Attached  is  our  yearly  magazine  (1996),  semiannual  newsletter 
(July  1997)  and  special  reports,  America’s  10  Most  Endangered  Wildlands  and  America’s  Bounty 
Our  National  Lands  These  publications  describe  the  work  and  mission  of  TWS,  and  some 
specifically  discuss  the  Owyhee  Canyonlands  region  ofldaho,  Oregon  and  Nevada. 

The  Wilderness  Society  has  340,000  members,  with  1,600  members  in  Idaho.  Our 
Members  use  the  Owyhee  Canyonlands  region  for  recreational  pursuits  including  hiking,  camping, 
fisfurg,  hunting,  wildlife  viewing,  solitude,  river  floating  and  appreciating  the  outstanding  jcenic 
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and  cultural  resources  in  the  area.  The  use  and  enjoyment  of  these  areas  is  currently  being 
adversely  affected  by  Air  Force  training  and  these  impacts  would  significantly  increase  if 
alternatives  B,  C.  or  D  were  chosen  under  the  ETI  proposal. 

About  the  Owyhee  CanyonUnds 

The  Owyhee  Canyonlinds  embody  what  the  West  once  was  -  solitude,  silence,  wide  open 
Spaces  and  sweeping  vistas  without  a  sign  of  man  for  many  miles.  The  bad  “roads",  or  two-tracks 
as  the  locals  affectionately  call  them,  make  accesi  difficult,  if  not  impossible.  Numerous 
wilderness  study  areas,  candidate  wild  and  scenic  rivers,  areas  of  critical  environmental  concern, 
sensitive  wildlife,  fish  and  plant  species,  nationally  registered  historic  places  and  archeological 
districts  and  world  class  recreation  opportunities  ire  just  some  of  the  unique  and  irreplaceable 
features  of  this  wild  landscape. 

The  Owyhee  Canyonlinds  are  a  region  encompassing  southwestern  Idaho,  southeastern 
Oregon  and  northern  Nevada.  This  ecosystem  is  one  of  the  most  rugged,  remote  and  least-known 
high  desert  canyon  complexes  in  North  America,  and  that’s  just  BLM’s  description.  Enclosed  are 
some  brochures  and  other  publications  which  describe  the  Owyhee  Canyonlinds.  Included  is  a 
brochure  which  proposes  the  idea  that  this  region  should  be  designated  a  National  Conservation 
Area.  This  is  not  a  new  idea,  but  one  which  has  been  talked  about  for  yean.  In  fact,  on 
numerous  occasions  we  have  discussed  this  idea  with  officials  from  the  Department  of  Interior 
and  Bureau  of  Land  Management.  Some  details  of  the  NCA  concept  are  also  attached.  The 
document,  Owyhee  Uplands  National  Conservation  Area,  was  included  in  comments  to  the  BLM 
on  their  proposed  Owyhee  Resource  Management  Plan. 

Another  brochure  enclosed  describes  the  resources  of  the  proposed  Jack’s  Creek 
Wilderness  Area.  This  proposit  includes  the  Big  Jack’s  Creek,  Little  Jack’s  Creek  and  Duncan 
Creek  Wilderness  Study  Areas.  This  spectacular  area  offers  a  taste  of  the  rest  of  the  Owyhee 
Canyonlinds  with  relatively  easy  access.  The  Jack’s  Creek  area  also  contains  special  bighorn 
sheep  management  areas  and  a  research  natural  area  encompassing  several  vegetation  type 
communities.  Areas  like  Jack’s  Creek  provide  year  round  recreation  opportunities  which  can  be 
enjoyed  by  everyone. 

Recreation 

Over  350  miles  of  riven  in  the  Owyhee  CanyonUnds  have  been  found  eligible  for 
designation  as  wild  and  scenic  rivers  The  Jarbidge  and  Bruneau  Rivers  both  have  CUss  A  Scenic 
Quality.  One  of  the  attractions  to  floating  these  riven  are  the  frequent  opportunities  to  hike  out 
of  the  canyons  and  view  the  entire  region  from  a  different  perspective.  Another  spectacular 
feature  of  these  canyons  is  the  night  sky  with  incredible  stars.  More  and  more  Americans  are 
discovering  the  Owyhee  CanyonUnds  area  and  floating  its  rivers.  Enclosed  is  a  four-pan  feature 
article  from  the  San  Francisco  Examiner  detailing  the  experience  of  running  these  rivers.  You  can 
bet  many  more  Californians  will  be  calling  Idaho  outfitters  to  run  these  famed  rapids. 


In  1995  the  BLM  produced  the  report  Public  Rewards  From  Public  Lands.  Enclosed  is  a 
copy  of  the  information  from  the  report  on  Idaho,  Oregon  and  Nevada.  The  Idaho  description  is 
particularly  interesting  since  the  majority  of  BLM  managed  lands  are  in  Owyhee  and  Twin  Falls 
Counties.  The  report  details  what  activities  are  most  common  on  BLM  lands  and  the  estimated 
value  of  these  visits.  For  1994  alone,  wildlife- associated  recreation  contributed  $26, 612,000  to 
Idaho’s  economy  and  hunting  trips  brought  in  $49,240,000.  With  Southwest  Idaho  being  the 
center  of  these  activities  resulting  in  millions  of  dollars  it  is  easy  to  see  why  the  Owyhee 
Canyonlinds  are  developing  quite  a  reputation. 

Problems 
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There  are  a  number  of  problems  with  current  Air  Force  training  in  the  Owyhee 
Canyonlands.  These  problems  should  be  resolved  before  any  new  proposals  for  expanding 
existing  training  are  considered.  Alternative  A,  No  Action,  does  not  address  these  on-going 
problems,  nor  does  it  propose  any  solutions  to  these  problems.  The  tack  of  evidence  of  the  Air 
Force  bang  forthcoming  and  identifying  and  resolving  current  unacceptable  situations  is  evident 
in  the  DEIS  for  ETI.  While  those  affected  by  current  training  activities  hive  heard  promises  of 
being  a  good  neighbor  and  finding  solutions  which  balance  the  environment  with  training  needs, 
there  are  no  anions  or  efforts  to  back  up  these  claims. 


The  Shoshone-Paiute  Tribes  of  Duck  ViJJey  have  been  repeatedly  exposed  to  low-leve! 
and  super-sonic  training  flights  over  the  reservation.  Their  windows  hive  been  broken,  children 
and  elders  frightened,  structures  damaged,  chaff,  flares  and  other  ordinance  dropped  on  their 
homes  and  continual  harassment  while  traveling  to  and  from  Duck  Valley  by  aircraft  has  occurred 
Even  after  the  tribes  signed  a  settlement  agreement  with  the  Air  Force  one  year  ago,  these 
unacceptable  activities  have  continued  to  occur.  The  Air  Force  and  other  brandies  of  the  military, 
including  the  National  Guard,  must  work  with  the  Shoshone-Paiute  to  resolve  these  problems. 

The  Air  Force  should  take  the  lead  in  working  with  the  other  branches  of  the  military  in  finding 
solutions  and  avoiding  the  Shoshone-Paiute.  By  working  out  and  adhering  to  a  better  agreement 
with  all  users  and  those  affected,  the  Air  Force  will  be  dealing  with  one  of  the  major  problems  that 
must  be  addressed  before  the  tribes  and  anyone  else  should  consider  expanded  training  proposals. 


Recreationi its  including  campers,  hikers,  hunters  and  river  floaters  have  had  similar 
experiences  to  the  Shoshone-Paiute  in  being  harassed  by  aircraft,  chaff  and  flares  dropped  on 
them  and  unacceptable  levels  oflow-level  and  super-sonic  flights,  including  sonic  booms.  Again, 
the  Air  Force  should  take  the  lead  in  coordinating  with  other  branches  of  the  military,  a  workable 
solution  to  the  complaints  of  those  recreating  in  the  Owyhee  Canyonlinds.  For  years  river 
runners  and  hunters  have  complained  of  noise  levels  affecting  their  experience  and  enjoyment  of 
the' Owyhee  Canyonlands.  When  recreationists  have  called  the  Air  Force  to  complain  about  a 
particular  situation,  most  often  they  are  told  it  was  not  the  Air  Force  at  fault,  but  another  branch 
of  the  military.  This  is  often  the  same  experience  members  of  the  Shoshone-Paiute  Tribes  have 
had  when  they  place  similar  calls.  It  is  not  acceptable  to  have  the  Air  Force  on  one  hand  being 
the  primary  user  of  the  airspace  above  the  Owyhee  Canyonlands,  and  on  the  other  hand,  claiming 
no  responsibility  for  other  users  actions.  The  buck  needs  to  stop  some  where.  There  is  no  reason 
agreements  with  other  branches  of  the  military  and  the  Air  Force  for  use  of  the  airspace  cannot  be 
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negotiated.  This  would  allow  more  confidence  in  the  Air  Force  from  the  public  and  users  of  the 
Owyhee  Canyonlands.  This  will  also  allow  the  Air  Force  to  negotiate  seasonal  restrictions  for 
wildlife  and  recreational  purposes.  These  mitigation  measures  should  set  up  in  conjunction  with 
agencies  like  Idaho  Fish  and  Game  and  BLM  staff  The  seasonal  agreements  should  be 
established  to  address  problems  with  current  use  before  any  new  proposals  for  expanding  training 
are  even  considered. 

The  impacts  from  introducing  super-sonic  flights  over  the  Owyhee  Canyonlands  in  1992 
has  never  been  truly  analyzed.  The  Air  Force  his  still  not  received  the  approval  of  the  FAA  for 
the  airspace  modifications  necessary  for  super -sonic  exercises.  There  has  been  no  analysis  of  the 
""Impacts  of  super-sonic  flight  to  wildlife,  specifically  bighorn  sheep  and  sage  grouse.  Additionally, 
BI-56  the  increase  in  low-level  flights  may  be  affecting  wildlife  as  well.  The  Air  Force  should  work  with 
Fish  and  Game  to  analyze  any  past,  current  and  future  impacts  to  wildlife  from  the  introduction  of 
super-sonic  flights  and  associated  sonic  booms.  The  Air  Force  should  also  work  with  BLM  to 
analyze  any  past,  current  and  future  impacts  of  these  same  flights  to  WSA’s  and  their  wilderness 
potential.  This  analysis  should  also  look  at  the  wilderness  potential  and  how  it  may  be  affected  by 
the  dropping  of  chaff  and  flares..  Increased  use  of  this  ordinance  in  the  Owyhee  Canyonlinds  over 
the  years  is  beginning  to  lead  to  accumulation  of  litter,  which  is  by  BLM  standards  illegal.  There 
should  be  no  double  standards  for  other  public  lands  users  and  the  military  when  it  comes  to 
Uttering  on  public  lands.  The  BLM  is  currently  developing  policy  recommendations  which  will  tty 
to  address  these  problems.  Until  these  policies  ire  developed,  we  recommend  the  Air  Force 
discontinue  dropping  chaff  on  public  lands,  at  least  within  the  airspace  affected  by  the  ETI 
proposal.  This  is  an  opportunity  for  the  Air  Force  to  provide  a  solution  to  a  problem  on  a  local 
basis. 

Shoshone-Paiute  Tribal  Concerns 

While  The  Wilderness  Society  is  not  in  a  position  to  speak  for  the  Shoshone-Paiute  Tribes, 
we  feel  it  is  important  to  echo  their  concerns  which  have  yet  to  be  addressed  in  the  DEIS.  First, 

I  the  ETI  proposal  fails  to  acknowledge  Shoshone-Paiute  Tribal  sovereignty  over  the  affected 
CU-14  I  The  issue  of  title  to  the  tribes’  aboriginal  territory  has  never  been  legally  extinguished. 

|  This  issue  seems  to  be  ignored  in  the  DEIS  and  should  be  discussed  within  the  context  of  area 
treaties. 

Another  specific  concern  lies  with  the  BLM  and  their  role  under  the  Govemment-to- 
"""Government  Relations  with  Native  American  Tribal  Governments  -  4/29/94  Presidential 

Memorandum  As  a  cooperating  agency,  the  leading  one  even,  the  BLM  also  has  a  responsibility 
to  comply  with  this  memorandum.  The  BLM  has  made  no  effort  to  work  with  the  Tribes  in 
regards  to  this  proposal.  A  true  open  and  candid  consultation  process,  including  working 
cooperatively  with  other  Federal  departments  and  agencies,  should  be  initiated  and  continued 

C  Third,  discussion  of  overall  impacts  and  cumulative  impacts  to  Cultural  resources  as  well 
as  the  Shoshone-Paiute  culture  is  incomplete  and  misleading.  On  one  hand,  the  DEIS  asserts  that 
impacts  will  be  minimal  and  through  agreements  like  the  “Good  Neighbor"  Policy  the  Air  Force 
will  be  able  to  address  any  unknown  problems  as  they  arise.  On  the  other  hand,  current. 
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unaddressed  problems  continue  and  the  on-going  ethnographic  study  is  vital  to  determining 
cumulative  and  future  impacts  of  these  problems  as  well  as  proposed  expansions  Even  the  DEIS 
describes  the  importance  of  the  ethnographic  study  and  its  assistance  in  identifying  sites  eligible 
for  protection  under  a  variety  of  laws.  Once  the  ethnographic  study  is  completed,  a  more 
accurate  analysis  will  allow  the  tribes,  the  public  and  managing  agencies  to  gauge  the  true 
potential  impacts  of  the  ETI  proposal,  as  well  as  provide  information  on  how  to  solve  on-going 
rproblems.  Until  this  ethnographic  study  is  completed,  the  DEIS  is  incomplete  and  should  be 
CU-12  I  withdrawn  from  consideration. 

Not  only  does  the  unfinished  ethnographic  study  have  significant  implications  for  shaping 
the  ETI  proposal,  but  the  other  uncompleted  processes  of  evaluating  cultural  resources  may 
produce  information  critical  to  decision  making.  These  processes  are  required,  by  NEPA  and  the 
National  Historic  Preservation  Act  as  well  as  other  specific  regulations,  and  should  be  completed 
and  included  in  a  DEIS  so  the  affected  tribes,  the  public  and  management  agencies  can  consider 
the  potential  implications  to  the  identified  resources. 

CU-1  One  specific  regulation  which  has  not  been  complied  with  is  Section  106  under  the  NHPA 

This  process  entails  identifying  and  evaluating  sites  and  resources  for  their  significance  and 
integrity  and  eligibility  for  the  National  Register.  The  process  then  shifts  to  developing  a 
_mitigation  plan  and  memorandum  of  agreement  between  the  Air  Force.  BLM,  SHPO  and  ACHP. 
All  the  steps  outlined  for  this  process  in  the  DEIS  ire  steps  which  should  be  taken  before  an 
alternative  is  selected  TTie  completion  of  the  ethnographic  study  would  also  significantly 
CU-12  contribute  to  the  Section  106  process,  which  in  turn  could  have  considerable  significance  to  the 
Shoshone-Paiute  Tribes.  Until  this  process  is  completed,  the  DEIS  should  be  withdrawn  from 
public  consideration.  Once  the  process  is  completed,  the  public,  affected  tribes  and  management 
agencies  should  have  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  those  parts  of  the  mitigation  plan  relevant  to 
the  overall  enjoyment  and  protection  of  these  resources.  The  tribes  should  also  have  the 
opportunity  to  comment  confidentially  on  all  aspects  of  this  process  and  should  help  develop  the 
mitigation  plan  and  MOA. 

I”  The  entire  section  of  the  DEIS  on  cultural  resources  is  a  surface  gloss-over  lacking  any 
I  real  discussion  or  analysis  of  potential  effects  of  the  altemativ  es.  The  cumulative  impacts  section, 
CU-19  I  less  than  a  page,  is  even  more  inadequate.  This  section  states  there  woutd  be  no  cumulative 

|__impicts  to  cultural  resources  because  the  Section  106  process  will  address,  mitigate  and  resolve 
problems  with  the  proposal.  There  is  no  way  to  know  for  certain  there  will  be  no  cumulative 
impacts  until  the  Section  106  process  is  completed.  The  only  way  to  resolve  this  problem  is  to 
withdraw  the  proposal  until  the  proper  studies  have  been  completed  and  information  is  available 
on  which  to  base  projected  cumulative  impacts.  As  it  stands  now,  the  assertion  in  the  DEIS  that 
there  will  be  no  cumulative  impacts  is  just  that,  an  assertion,  and  is  not  based  on  any  true  scientifi 
studies. 

Fourth,  just  as  the  incomplete  cultural  studies  may  lack  crucial  information  in  determining 
effects  of  the  proposal  to  cultural  sites  and  what  are  thought  of  as  traditional  cultural  resources, 
there  are  other  resources  to  which  this  also  applies  Incomplete  studies  on  wildlite  and  plants 
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d  to  be  completed,  including  their  relationship  to  spiritual  and  traditional  subsistence  use  by 
Shoshone-Paiute. 


Also  dependent  upon  the  completion  of  the  ethnographic  study  is  a  complete 
understanding  of  the  effects  noise  and  visual  intrusions  have  to  the  Shoshone-Paiute  culture  The 
importance  of  solitude,  naturalness  and  a  pristine  environment  to  the  practice  of  Shoshone-Paiute 
religious  beliefs  is  one  of  the  most  important  and  most  significant  impacts  this  proposal  may  have 
Yet,  the  DEIS  contains  an  Incomplete  analysis  of  this  issue  In  fact,  the  DEIS  even  goes  so  far  as 
to  say  the  proposal  will  have  no  impacts  disproportions!  to  any  ethnic  or  religious  populations 
This  is  a  false  conclusion  based  on  an  incomplete  DEIS.  Until  studies  are  completed  which  look 
at  the  role  of  naturalness  and  other  values  to  the  Shoshone-Paiute,  there  is  no  way  to  determine  if 
they  are  being  unfairly  effected. 


The  issue  of  environmental  justice  will  also  affected  by  the  outcomes  of  corrected  noise 
studies  as  the  studies  used  in  the  DEIS  are  not  adequate  to  determine  the  effects  of  noise  in  a 
>-variety  of  situations.  The  US.  Air  Force  FY  96/97  Environment,  Safety  and  Occupational  Health 
Strategic  Plan  identifies  the  need  for  a  more  detailed  analysts  of  the  effects  of  noise  levels,  sub¬ 
sonic,  super-sonic  and  sonic  booms  to  humans,  wildlife  and  structures.  The  plan  also  identifies 
the  policies  and  regulations  which  require  this  analysis  to  better  predict  the  impacts  of  noise.  All 
of  the  below  mentioned  sections  and  studies  must  be  completed  in  order  to  fully  comply  with 
NEPA  and  other  regulations. 

Section  1410  identifies  that  the  data  used  in  the  computer  programs  to  calculate  noise 
levels  “...is  inaccurate  in  that  it  does  not  take  into  account  all  aircraft  flying  in  the  vicinity  of 
installations'*.  Specifically,  this  section  states,  "...the  methods  used  to  gather  the  information 
required  is  extremely  vulnerable  to  litigation.  The  current  data  collection  methods  do  not  provide 
indisputable  data.  In  fact,  the  accuracy  of  the  data  is  totally  dependent  upon  human  interpretation 
""and  therefore,  extremely  vulnerable  to  human  error.  The  Air  Force  needs  to  develop  a  data 
acquisition  system  that  will  record  and  store  actual  aircraft  flight  information  and  convert  it  into 
data  that  can  then  be  read  directly  into  BASEOPS  (the  computerized  input  program  for 
N01SEMAP).”  In  summary,  this  section  is  telling  the  Air  Force  that  current  data  is  biased  by 
human  interpretation  and  new  methods  are  needed  to  gather  noise  level  information. 

Section  1411  describes  the  need  for  studies  to  predict  the  annoyance  of  noise  and  sonic 
booms  in  an  outdoor  setting,  specifically  for  outdoor  recreationists  The  Air  Force  has  identified 
the  need  for  these  studies  in  order  to  comply  with  Council  of  Environmental  Quality  (CEQ) 
Regulations,  as  well  is  NEPA  and  other  regulations  This  is  significant  for  anyone  who  lives  or 
uses  rural  areas. 

"Because  training  operations  may  overfly  lands  used  for  outdoor  recreation,  the  Air  Force 
requires  the  ability  to  predict  the  effects  of  aircraft  noise  on  outdoor  recreationist.  Much  of  the 
Ipecial  use  airspace  established  and  utilized  by  the  Air  Force  is  away  from  populated  areas,  as  a 
resuh  the  outdoor  recreatlonist  is  subjected  to  the  aircraft  overflight  and  noise  exposure.  Federal 
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and  state  agencies  which  control  the  areas  largely  utilized  by  the  outdoor  recreationist  have 
recently  made  the  attempt  to  exert  greater  control  over  the  airspace  above  the  resources  for  which 
they  are  responsible,  including  that  utilized  by  military  aircraft  Today,  no  quantitative  dosage- 
response  relationship  has  been  developed  for  predicting  annoyance  In  these  circumstances,  and 
information  which  such  a  relationship  could  be  based  is  in  short  supply.”  The  report  goes  on  to 
say,  “(considering  the  great  value  of  reliable  information  about  recreationists'  reaction  to  aircraft 
overflights,  it  is  worthwhile  to  the  Air  Force  to  undertake  a  study  in  an  outdoor  recreational 
setting" 

In  typicil  government  style,  the  report  identifies  the  potential  costs  not  is  monetary  (or 
environmental),  but  rather  the  potential  risk  to  the  continuation  of  military  training  operations 
over  non-populated  areas.  The  Air  Force  also  identifies  the  need  for  this  information  to  establish, 
miintain  or  modify  airspace.  "In  addition,  adverse  impacts  due  to  legal  injunction  and/or  public 
and  political  concern  has  the  potential  to  occur  thereby  Impacting  the  training  mission  and  ability 
of  the  US  A  F.  to  establish  and  maintain  its  airspace  ajsets.”  The  report  also  identifies  that  this 
deficiency  is  prevalent  in  all  branches  of  the  military  which  use  established  airspace. 

Section  1412  is  very  specific  in  the  lick  of  information  available  on  noise  and  sonic 
booms.  “An  improved  model  to  determine  the  annoyance  of  noise  exposure  due  to  supersonic 
operations  is  needed  with  focus  on  the  sporadic  exposure  10  sparsely  populated  areas  over  which 
Af  supersonic  operations  typically  occur  " 

—  Section  14 13  is  a  real  slap  in  our  face  considering  the  ETI  proposal.  This  section 
describes  a  new  model  which  was  being  developed  to  predict  noise  exposure  from  military  aircraft 
operations  and  the  resulting  impact  to  humans,  animals  and  structures  The  model  is  called 
Assessment  System  for  Aircraft  Noise  (ASAN).  However,  it  appears  ASAN  is  not  referenced  as 
a  source  for  noise  prediction  in  the  ETI  DEIS.  The  report  specifically  states,  “(p)rior  to  the  initial 
release  of  the  ASAN,  there  exists  no  systematic  methodology  for  assessing  the  impacts  of  aircraft 
noise  and  sonic  booms  to  humans,  animals  and  structures.**  Since  this  study  was  still  being 
developed  when  the  report  was  released  (AF  FY  96/97),  it  would  appear  that  the  study  is  still  not 
complete,  or  just  recently  completed  In  any  case,  the  DEIS  has  no  way  to  assess  the  impacts  of 
the  proposal  on  humans,  animals  and  structures.  This  is  a  fundamental  flaw  and  should  be 
corrected. 

The  report  also  states,  “...documents  presently  use  a  variety  of  noise  description  and 
assessment  models/dalabases,  often  being  of  questionable  scientific  value"  The  Air  Force  admits 
methods  used  to  calculate  the  effects  of  the  ETI  proposal  are  flawed  and  inaccurate  Without 
these  necessary  studies  completed  and  analyzed,  the  DEIS  is  fundamentally  flawed  in  predicting 
the  noise  impacts  the  proposal  could  have.  Until  this  is  corrected,  the  proposal  should  be 
withdrawn  from  public  consideration.  Once  the  necessary  studies  have  been  completed  and 
analyzed,  the  data  should  be  incorporated  into  a  new  DEIS. 
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The  DEIS  mentions  that  of  the  one  million  acres  most  affected  by  on-the-ground 
disturbance,  67*/.  is  potential  sage  grouse  nesting  or  wintering  habitat,  page  3-141  The  proposal 
also  states,  “(i)n  a  46  square-mile  area  north  of  Murphy  Hot  Springs  and  east  of  the  Jarbidge 
River,  observed  numbers  of  wintering  safe  grouse  declined  from  1,500  birds  in  1991  to  !00  birds 
In  1995".  This  is  a  93*/.  loss  in  sage  grouse  populations  in  four  years  Many  parts  of  the  ETI 
proposal  would  violate  the  Idaho  sage  grouse  recovery  plan  currently  being  developed  by  the 
Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and  Game.  The  above  example  indicates  the  need  to  take  immediate 
actions  to  prevent  the  extinction  of  Idaho’s  sage  grouse  populations. 

The  sage  grouse  is  just  one  of  many  plants  and  animals  which  would  be  significantly 
impacted  by  the  ETI  proposal.  These  species  are  important  to  the  Shoshone-Paiute  culture  as 
well  as  popular  with  hunters.  Any  adverse  impacts  to  these  species  must  be  analyzed  to  the  fuller, 
extent.  That  means  more  studies  are  necessary  and  more  time  needs  to  be  taken  on  the  ETI 
proposal. 

__  The  Air  Force  is  rushing  through  the  ETI  process  and  have  given  the  public  an  incomplete 
DEIS.  For  example,  surveys  for  deer  and  antelope  will  not  be  completed  until  the  winter  oH997, 
pages  3*155  to  3-158.  Some  species  have  not  been  surveyed  for,  nor  does  the  DEIS  propose  any 
surveys  to  fill  in  the  blanks.  Page  3-163  under  Juniper  Butte  states,  "(n)o  bat  surveys  were 
conducted  in  Juniper  Butte,  but  some  potential  habitat  occurs  within  the  area."  These  are  but  a 
few  examples  of  the  inadequacy  of  the  DEIS  and  the  unethical  process  by  which  the  Ajr  Force  is 
pushing  their  proposal. 


The  BLM  has  yet  to  comply  with  FLPMA  with  regards  to  evaluating  WSAs  in  Southwest 
Idaho.  In  1991  the  BLM  documented  in  the  Idaho  Wilderness  Study  Report  the  number  of 
training  missions  scheduled  in  the  MOAs  and  MTRs  for  the  previous  year  The  BLM  then  put  the 
ball  in  the  Air  Force's  court  to  evaluate  upcoming  increases  in  the  numbers  of  flights  over  WSAs, 
including  the  introduction  of  supersonic  and  increased  low-level  subsonic  sorties  in  the  proposed 
Saylor  Creek  expansion  EIS.  So  far  the  Air  Force  has  failed  to  conduct  any  type  of  discussion, 
LU-14  evaluation,  etc.  for  the  affected  WSAs.  Given  the  Saylor  Creek  bombing  range  expansion 

proposal  was  dropped,  the  ball  was  then  bounced  back  to  the  BLM.  The  ball  has  been  in  the 
BLM's  court  for  several  years  now.  The  BLM  must  not  rely  upon  another  government  branch  to 
do  their  work  for  them.  The  BLM  must,  with  full  public  participation,  evaluate  the  effects  such 
increases  and  changes  are  having  on  the  environment  The  BLM  is  fully  aware  it  must  do  this,  but 
has  failed  to  take  action.  Hopefully,  BLM  leadership  will  quickly  realize  complying  with  FLPMA 
is  better  than  complying  vyrith  a  court  order. 

One  only  needs  to  look  back  at  the  comments  on  noise  to  understand  the  lack  of  analysis 
of  the  impacts  of  ETI  to  the  solitude  of  wilderness.  But,  to  briefly  repeat,  there  are  currently  no 
NO-22  ‘studies  m  the  DEIS  which  can  accurately  predict  or  come  close  to  predicting  the  impacts  of  noise 
on  a  rural  setting,  let  alone  a  wilderness  area  This  is  especially  true  for  in  area  the  size  of  the 


Owyhee  Canyonlands,  an  area  twice  the  size  of  Yellowstone  National  Park.  The  ETI  DEIS  is 
contradictory  of  the  1990  Realignment  of  MHAFB  and  Proposed  Expanded  Range  Capability 
DEIS  in  which  the  Air  Force  concluded  that  aircraft  overflights  of  recreation  areas,  especially 
""primitive  recreation  areas,  could  be  a  significant  environmental  impact. 

The  DEIS  also  fails  to  analyze  the  impacts  of  the  use  of  ordinance  to  WSAs  The  use  of 
chaff  over  any  public  lands  constitutes  linering  and  should  be  illegal.  The  use  of  chaff  over 
WSA's  should  be  of  particular  concern  to  the  BLM,  since  these  fiber-glass  like  strands  tend  to 
accumulate  over  time  For  the  last  few  years,  recreationists  have  been  finding  clumps  of  chaff  in 
the  Owyhee  Canyonlands.  yet  the  BLM  is  only  beginning  to  address  the  problems  associated  with 
the  use  of  this  substance.  Like  chaff,  the  use  of  flares  is  questionable  over  public  lands, 
particularly  WSAs  The  use  of  chaff  and  flares  over  WSAs  in  Southwest  Idaho  has  never  been 
analyzed.  The  BLM's  failure  to  comply  with  FLPMA  in  this  case  is  entirely  unacceptable,  as  is 
"the  lack  of  a  similar  analysts  in  the  ETI  proposal. 


NEPA  requires  the  Air  Force  to  consider  a  range  of  alternatives  to  its  proposal  in  order  to 
make  a  reasoned  choice  regarding  the  selected  course  of  action.  42  U.S.C.  4332;  40  C.F.R. 

I  1502.14  However,  in  the  ETI  DEIS,  the  Air  Force  has  failed  to  fully  evaluate  (aside  from  the 
required  "no  action"  alternative)  any  alternative  that  does  not  include  development  in  the  Owyhee 
^Canyonlands  for  expanded  training  capability.  Because  NEPA  requires  the  consideration  of 
locational  alternative  (i.e.  in  expanded  range  capability  that  does  not  include  development  in 
Owyhee  Counry),  and  different  methods  of  achieving  the  project  goal  (i.e.  use  of  an  expanded 
Saylor  Creek  Range  with  remote  range  resources),  the  Air  Force  has  failed  to  consider  a 
reasonable  range  of  alternatives  to  the  proposed  action.  The  decision  on  the  selection  of  an 
alternative  cannot  be  intelligently  made  without  examining  whether  hs  impacts  can  be  softened  or 
eliminated  by  modifying  training  requirements  or  effectively  utilizing  existing  training  ranges  in 
some  combination  to  meet  the  Air  Force's  training  needs.  In  fact,  in  all  Air  Force  proposals  for 

r expanding  tnining  in  Idaho,  the  Air  Force  has  never  conducted  the  rigorous  explontion  and 
objective  evaluation  of  alternatives  required  under  NEPA  because  St  has  eliminated  the  use  of 
more  distant  ranges  from  the  full  alternatives  evaluation  based  on  arbitrary  constraints. 

9  [3  The  DEIS  lacks  a  true  no  action  alternative  as  required  by  NEPA  The  DEIS  proposes 
several  changes  to  current  operations,  including  changing  type  of  ordinance  from  hot  to  cold  spot 

EThe  DEIS  contains  no  analysis  of  the  effects  of  this  change  as  cold  spots  use  titanium 
tetrachloride 

;  r  The  no  action  alternative,  as  with  all  the  ETI  alternatives,  lacks  a  true  baseline  for 
j  determining  changes  to  the  environment.  For  example,  in  1990  the  BLM  documented  365 
r  I  training  missions  within  the  MOAs  and  3,548  missions  within  the  MTRs  used  under  the  ETI 
°  Lp'°P°»>  The  BLM  study,  Idaho  Wilderness  Study  Report,  also  explains  projected  increases  in 
low-level  subsonic  and  higher  level  supersonic  overflights  will  be  analyzed  in  the  Saylor  Creek 
‘bombing  ringe  expansion  EIS  That  particular  EIS  wis  never  completed  and  subsequent  DEIS 
documents  have  failed  to  fully  analyze  the  increases  tn  flights  over  WSAs  as  described  in  the  BLM 
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Idaho  Wilderness  Study  Report.  The  ET1  DEIS  continues  to  fall  short  of  this  analysis  by  using 
1992  levels  as  the  baseline  for  all  alternatives.  Significant  changes  and  increases  in  use  of  the 
airspace  were  made  between  1990  and  1992,  not  to  mention  changes  made  before  1990.  These 
changes  have  never  been  analyzed  for  their  impacts  to  WS  As,  therefore,  a  true  baseline  for  ETI 
should  include  this  information. 

tThe  DEIS  continues  to  fall  short  of  complying  with  NEPA  as  under  baseline  and  no  action 
the  total  annual  use  of  SCR  and  six  associated  MOAs  is  currently  listed  as  7.737.  This  change  is 
an  increase  of  7,372  sorties  from  1990  levels.  Even  though  some  changes  to  MTRs  have  moved 
some  flights  from  MTRs  to  MOAs,  thus  shifting  flights  and  causing  an  increase  in  MOA  use,  this 
increase  is  slight  when  compared  to  the  overall  training  increases  since  the  composite  wing  was 
relocated  to  MHAFB.  This  shifting  from  MTR  to  MOA  also  brings  up  another  issue  in  the  ETI 
DEIS,  the  lack  of  analysis  of  the  use  of  MTRs.  This  again  is  treated  by  the  Air  Force  as  part  of 
the  baseline  and  therefore  is  not  analyzed  any  further.  However,  this  arbitrary  baseline  means 
nothing  to  the  resources  and  residents  being  affected  by  current  use.  The  only  way  to  accurately 
depict  changes  to  the  environment  related  to  the  ETI  proposal  is  to  look  at  levels  of  training 
before  the  composite  wing  was  relocated  here. 

Both  NEPA  and  CEQ  regulations  require  an  EIS  to  address  the  purpose  and  need  for  the 
proposed  actions.  40  C.F.R.  Sec.  1502  13.  The  next  subsection  provides  for  the  rigorous 
exploration  and  objective  evaluation  of  alternatives,  performed  “in  comparative  form,  thus  sharply 
defining  the  issues  and  providing  a  dear  basis  for  choice  among  options  by  the  decision  maker  and 
the  public.”  Id.  at  Sec.  1502. 14.  The  agency  must  also  consider  alternatives  that  only  meet  a 
portion  of  the  stated  need  and  purpose  addressed;  the  consideration  of  such  alternatives  allows 
the  decision  maker  to  consider  a  tradeoffbetween  preferred  alternatives  with  greater 
environmental  impact  and  alternatives  partially  satisfying  its  goal  but  imposing  less  environmental 
impact. 

Need*  and  purposes  cannot  be  arrived  at  arbitrarily.  To  the  contrary,  the  agency  must 
particularize  and  substantiate  both.  Stating  its  desires  is  not  enough;  the  agency  must  establish 
what  it  actually  needs.  As  the  CEQ  has  stated:  “Reasonable  alternatives  include  those  that  are 
practical  or  feasible  from  the  technical  and  economic  standpoint  and  using  common  sense,  rather 
than  simply  desirable  from  the  standpoint  of  the  applicant."  CEQ  Forty  Questions,  46  Fed.  Reg. 
at  18027.  By  clear  implication,  the  CEQ  regulations  require  purposes  and  needs  to  be  stated  in 
general  terms  rather  than  framed  by  the  agency’s  desires  and  proposed  action.  The  purposes  and 
needs  relate  to  "the  alternatives  including  the  proposed  action".  40  C.F.R.  Sec.  1502.13.  In  other 
words,  the  section  of  the  DEIS  describing  the  purpose  and  need  for  the  proposed  action  does  not 
particularize  and  substantiate  its  technical  needs  and  those  of  the  IDANG  for  either  airspace 
modifications  or  military  operations  training.  In  fact,  this  section  of  the  ETI  proposal  reads  more 
like  a  wish  list  of  Air  Force  wants. 

[_  Hidden  under  “purpose"  is  mention  of  supporting  the  unique  missions  of  the  Air  Force’s 

rapid-response  air  expeditionary  wing.  There  is  no  analysis  what-so-ever  of  what  this  type  of 
■wing  involves,  other  than  a  one  sentence  mention  to  try  and  cover  it  with  this  DEIS.  The  AEF 
wing  might  be  a  fairly  new  concept  to  the  Air  Force,  however,  its  generators,  leading  Naval 


officers,  have  been  using  similar  concepts  at  navy  training  facilities.  The  history  and  future 
descriptions  of  the  AEF  wings  read  more  like  a  move  to  combine  training  of  different  branches  of 
the  military  at  the  same  time.  This  being  the  case,  it  would  only  make  sense  for  the  Air  Force  to 
continue  to  train  at  other  bases  since  this  combined  force  training  seems  to  be  the  way  of  the 
future. 


The  CEQ  regulations  also  require  that  the  environmental  impact  section  of  an  EIS  include 
a  discussion  of  "(p)ossible  conflicts  between  the  proposed  action  and  the  objectives  of  Federal, 
regional,  state  and  local  (and  in  the  case  of  a  reservation,  Indian  tribe)  land  use  plans,  policies  and 

[controls  for  the  area  concerned."  40  C.F.R.  Sec.  1502. 16(c).  In  this  case,  the  Air  Force  DEIS 
fails  to  address  many  of  the  relevant  land  use  plans,  policies,  and  laws  applicable  to  the  various 
areas  in  the  study  area 


DP-1 6  The  DEIS  does  not  adequately  address  the  use  of  ordnance  (flares,  surface-to-air  missiles, 

antiaircraft  artillery)  which  may  cause  significant  fires  and  other  resource  impacts.  Nor  does  the 
SF-13  _DEIS  adequately  address  the  use  and  potential  effects  of  hazardous  material.  Specifically,  the  fuel 
HZ-2  _1°  be  UJtd  “  daily  refueling  exercises  and  the  use  of  titanium  tetrachloride  in  the  dummy  bombs. 

The  economic  sections  of  the  ETI  proposal  miserably  fail  to  evaluate  the  potential  effects 
to  the  economies  of  Owyhee,  Elko,  Humbolt  and  Malheur  Counties  and  the  communities  within 
gQjj  those  counties,  including  Duck  Valley.  There  should  be  a  specific  economic  analysis  of  the 

potential  effects  to  Duck  Valley  and  the  surrounding  resources  which  contribute  to  Duck  Valley’s 
economy.  And,  there  is  no  evaluation  of  the  impacts  to  the  quality  of  life  residents  of  Duck 
galley  and  the  surrounding  communities  will  most  likely  suffer  under  the  ETI  proposal. 

There  is  no  evaluation  or  proposal  to  develop  a  plan  to  deal  with  noxious  weed  dispersal. 
The  increased  road  building  and  improvements,  structures,  power  lines  and  others  will  create 
BI-I6  corr^ors  cheatgrass,  tumble-mustards  and  others.  Potential  increases  in  fires  will  also 

allow  establishment  of  weedy  communities  to  replace  native  sagebrush-steppe  communities.  The 
potential  for  the  significant,  long-term  decline  of  these  native  shaibs,  perennial  grasses  and  the 
^wildlife  which  depend  upon  them  is  high 


The  Wilderness  Society  does  not  support  any  alternative  in  the  ETI  DEIS.  We  encourage 
the  Air  Force  to  develop  a  strategy  plan  to  deal  with  current  problems.  This  plan  should  be 
developed  with  the  help  of  the  BLM  as  well  as  other  agencies.  The  plan  should  look  at  providing 
solutions  to  on-going  problems,  some  of  which  have  been  outlined  in  our  comments. 

It  is  unfortunate  that  the  ETI  proposal  is  so  similar  to  previous  Air  Force  proposals.  TWS 
has,  for  years,  provided  the  Air  Force  with  suggestions,  criticism,  concerns  and  ideas  on  Air  Force 
“training  in  Southwest  Idaho,  Southeast  Oregon  and  Northern  Nevada.  With  each  new  proposal, 
we  become  more  frustrated  as  few  real  changes  are  made  to  address  our  concerns.  We  are 


OCJ.iM 

disappointed  especially  in  that  many  of  the  comments  we  and  others  made  during  scoping  and  at 
prescoping  meetings  with  Air  Force  personnel  were  not  even  carried  forward  into  the  DEIS. 
These  same  concerns  have  been  brought  forth  in  comments  on  the  DEIS,  but  many  of  the 
necessary  changes  should  be  made  and  then  the  public  should  have  the  ability  to  comment  on 
them.  That  would  equate  to  a  new  DEIS.  However,  given  the  track  record  of  the  Air  Force  and 
the  quality  of  environmental  documents  produced  -  we  have  little  faith  that  until  fundamental 
changes  are  made  in  the  concept  of  expanding  training  and  its  connection  to  existing  use  that  a 
document  will  ever  be  produced  which  addresses  these  existing  as  well  as  new  issues  connected  to 
expansion. 


Ot/09/17  IS: 17  fTJOS  121  4205 


Captain  M.  Miller 
Chief,  366th  Wing  PA 
366  Gunfightcr  Av.  #132 
MHAFB,  Id  83648-5291 
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(3E-1  Dear  Captain  Miller, 


Lahshi  Johnston 
Regional  Associate 

ec:  Council  for  Environmental  Quality 

Idaho  Fish  and  Game  Commission 
Idaho  Congressional  Delegation 
Governor  Batt 


I  would  like  to  comment  in  support  of  the  "ETI"  draft  EIS.  Specifically  alternatives, . 
B.C.  and  D,  will  work  for  the  residents  of  Elmore  and  Owyhee  County.  I  support  the  findin 
concerning  the  projected  noise  levels,  the  impacts  to  wildlife  and  local  ranchers.  [  do  not 
support  the  claims  of  the  Shoshone  Piautes.  They  can  not  change  history.  They  have  no  mort 
rights  to  the  use  of  public  lands,  than  any  other  citizen. 

I  would  also  like  to  tell  the  air  force  that  not  all  citizens  of  Idaho  think  that  Owyhee 
County  should  be  made  a  National  Park.  I  for  one,  think  it  is  just  great  now  and  don't  want 
anymore  federal  land  managers  from  New  York  telling  me  what  I  need  to  do  for  Owyhee 
County,  Idaho.  I  support  the  "ETt"  DE/S. 
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Captaia  M.  Miller 
Chief  366  th  Wing  P.A. 

366  Gunfighter  Av.  Suite  152 
Mountain  Home,  AFB,  Id  33643-5291 

s-f'i-f  7 

GE-1  Captain  Miller, 


I  would  like  to  express  my  support  for  the  "Enhanced  Taming  In  Idalio  proposal.  TV  Air 
Force  has  incorporated  many  of  the  issues  and  concerns  or  special  interest  groups  *n  to  <V  three 
proposed  alternatives.  I  think  the  Juniper  Butte  site  is  the  most  desirable  in  my  view 
Specifically,  the  Juniper  Butte  site  accommodates  the  concerns  uf  the  Native  Americans,  and  the 
ranchers,  and  lowers  the  overall  noise  IdWTTfiir  mtJsr  ofGwyhecrCoorty* 

I  hope  this  time,  the  Air  Force  complete,  the  NEPA  process  and  builds  a  range. 


M*rL  fosre// 

3a y  rf&kts 

kite  A  c ?36/S7r-°>  2  a  f> 


Murray  D.  Feldman 
r.O.  Box  ?J V  ■  Bo‘i*.  ID  8J70I 
TtUplont  (70S)  U7-SC00 
Focxim lie  POS)  S7J-S3S9 


September  S,  1997 


VIA  CERTIFIED  MAIL 


U.S  Air  Force/Buresu  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  329 

Boise,  ID  33702-0329 


Re:  Comments  on  Enhanced  Training  in  tdaho  DEIS 

Dear  U  S  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management: 


On  behalf  of  the  Greater  Owyhee  Legal  Defense  ("GOLD"),  1  enclose 
GOLD’S  Comments  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  Enhanced 
Training  in  Idaho  (April  1997) 

GOLD’,  comments  also  include  certain  exhibits  that  are  indexed  in  an 
exhibit  list  attached  to  the  written  comments.  The  exhibits  are  also  enclosed  as  a 
separately  bound  document 

Should  you  have  any  questions  about  these  comments  or  desire  additional 
information  or  documents,  please  let  me  know 


MDFicd 

Enclosures 

felMMIIJIlOl 


Sincerely, 


[urray  D.  Beldm.n 
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comments  and  supporting  exhibits.  GOLD’S  present  written  comments  also  include 
several  exhibits,  and  these  exhibits  are  being  submitted  under  separate  binding. 

GOLD  specifically  requests  that  all  of  the  above- referenced  comments  and 
exhibits  be  included  as  part  of  the  administrative  record  in  this  matter.  Ste  County  of 
Suffolk  v.  Secretary  of  Interior,  562  F.2d  1368,  1384  &  n.9  (2nd  Cir.  1977)  (addressing 
scope  of  NEPA  administrative  record),  cert,  denied,  437  U.S.  1064  (1978);  Silva  v. 

Lynn,  482  F.2d  1282,  1283  (1st  Cir.  1973)  (same);  set  also  Thompson  v.  United  States 
Dep'l  of  Labor,  885  F.2d  551,  555  (9th  Cir.  1989)  (administrative  record  consists  of  all 
documents  and  materials  difcctly  or  indirectly  considered  by  agency  and  includes 
evidence  contrary  to  agency’s  position).  GOLD  further  requests  that  all  documents, 
articles,  and  reports  cited  in  these  comments  be  included  as  part  of  the  administrative 
record  in  this  case.  If  the  Air  Force  or  BLM  is  unable  to  locate  the  documents 
referenced  by  GOLD  that  are  not  included  as  Exhibits  to  these  comments,  copies  may  be 
obtained  by  contacting  GOLD'S  counsel  at  the  address  listed  at  the  end  of  these 
.comments. 

B.  Summary. 

The  ETI  DEIS  outlines  the  proposals  by  the  Air  Force  to  develop  a  tactical 
training  range,  no  drop  zones,  threat  emitter  sites,  and  military  airspace  changes  for  the 
Air  Force  in  southwestern  Idaho  and  surrounding  areas.  Importantly,  these  proposals  are 
presented  as  a  follow-on  analysis  to  the  actions  outlined  and  implemented  in  the  Air 
Force  in  Idaho  EIS  (“AF  EIS”)  published  in  January  1992,  and  the  Record  of  Decision 
("ROD’*)  issued  for  that  EIS  on  March  11,  1992.  See  DEIS  at  1-7,  1-48.  GOLD 
previously  submitted  detailed  comments  on  the  earlier  AF  EIS  proposals,  and  those 
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By  World  War  II,  the  sparse  population  of  the  arid  West 
meant  something  else;  open  space  for  military  installations, 
spaces  big  enough  to  fly  warplanes  across  and  test  weapons 
in,  and  land  considered  worthless  enough  it  could  be 
poisoned  and  bombed  to  hell  without  much  public  outcry. 

DP-3  Rebecca  Solnit,  Savaoe  Dreams:  a  Journey  into  the  Landscape  Wars  of 
the  American  West  (1994). 


The  Greater  Owyhee  Legal  Defense  C'GOLD"),  by  and  through  its  undersigned 
counsel,  acting  on  behalf  of  the  Land  and  Water  Fund  of  the  Rockies,  hereby  submits 
comments  concerning  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  ("DEIS")  for  Enhanced 
Training  in  Idaho  ("ETI"),  dated  April  1997.  GOLD  is  an  unincorporated  association  of 
citizen  environmental,  sportsmen,  and  conservation  groups,  and  individual  members, 
including  members  of  the  Duck  Valley  Shoshone-Paiute  Tribes,  concerned  about  the  Air 
Force  plans  to  construct  and  operate  an  air-to-ground  bombing  and  training  range  and 
related  training  and  airspace  actions  in  and  over  the  high  desert  country  of  the  Owyhee 
plateau.  The  membership  of  GOLD  includes  the  Idaho  Conservation  League,  Idaho 
Wildlife  Federation,  Idaho  Wildlife  Council  Region  3,  Idaho  Rivers  United.  The 
Wilderness  Society,  Committee  for  Idaho’s  High  Desert,  and  Foundation  for  North 
American  Wild  Sheep. 

GOLD  has  previously  submitted  comments  in  the  form  of  ora!  and  written 
testimony  at  the  DEIS  hearing  held  in  Boise,  Idaho,  on  June  12.  1997.  Those  comments 
are  included  as  Exhibit  1  and  are  incorporated  herein  by  reference.  In  addition,  the 
organizational  and  individual  members  of  GOLD  are  separately  submitting  various 
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comments  should  be  considered  here  and  made  part  of  the  DEIS  administrative  record  as 
they  pertain  to  the  ETI  proposal  and  potential  impacts. 

The  ETI  DEIS  lacks  the  required  objective  and  detailed  analysis  of  alternatives 
and  environmental  impacts  that  is  mandated  for  an  EIS.  The  Air  Force  has  consistently 
understated  the  environmental  impacts  of  its  proposed  actions,  presented  misleading 
summaries  of  existing  scientific  research  and  data,  ignored  evidence  contrary  to  the 
agency’s  “minimal  impact"  or  "no  impact"  conclusions,  failed  to  outline  a  reasonably 
complete  discussion  of  mitigation  measures  to  be  undertaken,  and  has  presented  an 
analysis  that  is  internally  inconsistent  on  several  points.  Because  of  these  shortcomings, 
the  DEIS  does  not  satisfy  NEPA’s  requirements  and  it  cannot  support  the  proposals  of 
the  Air  Force  and  cooperating  agencies  to  proceed  with  the  actions  outlined  to 
implement  the  ETI  development.  Additionally,  because  this  DEIS  is  inadequate  under 
NEPA,  it  also  fails  to  provide  the  required  environmental  documentation  for  the 
proposed  public  land  withdrawal  for  military  purposes. 

Lastly,  the  DEIS  is  an  inadequate  environmental  document  under  Clean  Water  Act 
Section  404  to  evaluate  and/or  authorize  the  filling  and  destruction  of  wetlands  as 
described  for  the  proposed  action  and  alternatives  Accordingly,  none  of  the  wetlands 
alterations  proposed  for  implementation  of  the  ETI  may  occur  without  detailed 
Section  404  evaluation  and  compliance.  However,  because  these  wetland  impacts  are  an 
integral  part  of  and  interconnected  with  the  range  development  proposal,  these  impacts 
must  be  fully  evaluated  in  the  same  DEIS  as  the  range  development  proposal 

Because  of  the  many  analytical  flaws  and  failure  to  comply  with  NEPA.  the 
current  DEIS  cannot  support  the  proposed  ETI  development,  and  the  DEIS  must  be 
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withdrawn  and  revised  to  include  Tor  evaluation  and  decision  the  full  scope  of  actions 

Following  the  implementation  of  large-scale  increases  in  supersonic  overflight  and  chaff 

and  impacts  proposed  by  the  Air  Force  for  southwestern  Idaho. 

and  flare  use  in  this  area  in  1993,  the  Owyhee  Canyontands  bighorn  sheep  population 

C.  Background  and  Affected  Environmental  Values 

plummeted  by  approximately  30  percent.  While  669  sheep  were  counted  in  this  herd  in 

The  WSAs,  ACECs,  and  other  southwestern  Idaho  public  lands  that  are  the 

summer  1993,  only  347  animals  were  observed  in  1994.  S**  Exhibit  4  (DiGrtzia  Decl.)  ; 

subject  of  and  subject  to  the  harmful  impacts  of  the  proposed  actions  contain  a  wealth  of 

ttt  also  Military  Overflight  Effects  on  Bighorn  Sheep,  Drifi  Study  Plan  at  A-5  (July  10, 

wide-ranging  environmental  values  of  great  regional  and  national  significance  The 

1996). 

canyons  and  plateaus  of  the  Owyhee  country  provide  a  diversity  of  rugged  land  forms 

The  proposed  harassment  of  wild  and  free-roaming  California  bighorn  sheep  and 

and  many  miles  of  desert  river  ecosystem  rich  in  scenery,  wildlife,  vegetation,  and 

other  wildlife  through  the  ETI  range  development  and  composite  force  training  activity 

cultural  resources.  The  miles  of  canyons,  their  diversely  and  severely  eroded  rock 

increases  is  just  the  latest  in  a  continued  and  ongoing  buildup  of  military  activities  on  the 

landscapes,  their  steep  slopes,  and  the  dominance  of  subdued  brown  and  red  rock  all 

public  lands  of  southwestern  Idaho.  The  BLM  is  a  culpable  participant  in  this  buildup 

combine  to  create  a  sense  of  isolation  and  solitude  Visitors  traveling  in  the  canyontands 

because  it  has  authorized  or  participated  in  the  series  of  decisions  leading  to  the  present 

are  constantly  aware  of  the  forces  of  nature.  The  depth  of  the  canyons  creates  a 

dilemma  where  the  California  bighorn  sheep  population  is  in  decline  and  on  the  brink  of 

tremendous  sense  of  seclusion  from  the  rest  of  the  world.  Above  the  canyons  on  the 

collapse  as  a  result  of  the  unevaluated  cumulative  impacts  of  these  actions 

plateaus,  the  rolling  topography  and  low  vegetation  allow  for  viewing  tens  of  square 

In  recent  years,  the  military  buildup  on  the  southwestern  Idaho  public  lands 

.  miles  of  the  vast,  open,  seemingly  undisturbed  landscape.  These  vast  open  spaces  instill 

includes  those  actions  associated  with  the  1992  Air  Force  in  Idaho  ("AFP) 

a  complete  sense  of  separation  from  civilization.  Owyhee  Canyonlands  Wilderness  Final 

environmental  impact  statement  and  ROD,  for  which  the  BLM  was  a  cooperating  agency. 

Environmental  Impact  Statement  at  III-6,  IH-7  (1989)  This  area  is  also  important  for 

In  the  1992  AFI  EIS  and  ROD,  the  Air  Force  decided  to  expand  the  airspace  for  military 

its  wildlife  values.  The  upland-eanyonland/sagebrush-bunchgrass  ecosystem  provides 

operations  over  southwestern  Idaho,  allow  supersonic  training  flights  (up  to  1,000  per 

yearlong  habitat  for  bighorn  sheep,  which  are  dependent  on  the  natural  undiiturbed 

year)  at  levels  down  to  10,000  feet  above  ground  level,  and  to  drop  chaff  and  flare 

environment  for  their  survival.  !d  at  HI- 14. 

ordnance  throughout  the  military  airspace  over  southwestern  Idaho  and  over  the  public 

The  bighorn  sheep  herds  that  would  be  affected  by  the  ETI  actions  are  from  a 

lands  ir.cluding  the  WSAs  and  ACECs  at  ijsue  here.  In  March  1993,  the  BLM  entered 

population  that  is  already  suffering  drastic  declines  in  the  past  few  years  as  a  result  of 

into  a  Memorandum  of  Agreement  with  the  Air  Force  to  allow  incendiary  flare  use  over 

increased  military  combat  training  over  the  public  lands  of  southwestern  Idaho. 

4 

the  public  lands  in  southwestern  Idaho  Stt  BLM  MOU  ID-313.  In  January  1996,  the 
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Air  Force,  again  with  the  BLM  as  a  cooperating  agency,  published  its  notice  of  intent  to 

range  development,  threat  emitter  sites  and  airspace  modification  actions.  Applying  this 

prepare  an  environmental  impact  statement  for  the  establishment  of  a  tactical  training 

limited  scope  of  inquiry,  and  without  properly  considering  the  range  of  scientific  opinion 

range  and  electronic  threat  emitter  sites  in  Owyhee  County  in  southwestern  Idaho  to 

concerning  the  potential  devastating  environmental  effects  of  it  actions,  the  ETI  DEIS 

support  training  for  the  composite  wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base  and  the  Idaho 

generally  concludes  that  few  significant  environmental  impacts  would  result  from  the  ETI 

Air  National  Guard.  61  Fed.  Reg  2803  (Jan.  29.  1995). 

actions.  St*,  t.g.,  DEIS  at  ES-5  to  ES-I2. 

In  March  1996,  the  Air  Force  filed  an  application  with  the  BLM's  Idaho  state 

GOLD  is  an  unincorporated  association  of  member  citizens  and  public  interest 

office  requesting  the  withdrawal  of  land  from  the  public  domain  for  these  training  range 

groups  concerned  about  the  management  of  airspace  and  public  land  resources  in 

and  threat  emitter  sites.  On  April  8,  1996,  the  BLM  published  the  notice  of  proposed 

aouthweitern  Idaho,  and  also  concerned  about  the  ongoing  and  potential  impact  of  Air 

withdrawal  in  the  Federal  Register.  61  Fed.  Reg  15513  (Apr  8,  1996).  The  BLM  hat 

Force  plans  and  operations  on  these  areas  The  individual  and  organizational  members  of 

subsequently  withdrawn  from  the  public  domain  for  two  years  over  1 1,500  acres  ofland 

GOLD  use  the  public  land  resources  potentially  affected  by  the  challenged  decision  for 

in  southwestern  Idaho  for  the  planned  development  of  the  bombing  range  and  radar 

recreational,  aesthetic,  scientific,  and  other  purposes.  GOLD  members  often  hunt, 

emitter  sites  that  would  concentrate  warplane  activity  and  increase  environmental 

canoe,  raft,  snowmobile,  cross  country  ski.  horseback  ride,  camp,  backpack,  and  engage 

impacts  over  and  on  the  same  areas  affected  by  the  proposed  action.  All  of  these  military 

in  nature  study  and  general  recreation  in  the  WSAs  and  ACECs  affected  by  the  proposed 

actions  on  the  public  lands  are  occurring  in  the  same  geographic  area,  i.e.  in  the  same 

action.  Additionally,  GOLD  member  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  has  as 

military  airspace  and  on  the  same  public  lands,  as  is  potentially  affected  by  the  ETI  DEIS 

its  purposes  to  promote  and  enhance  increasing  populations  of  indigenous  wild  sheep  on 

actions. 

the  North  American  continent,  to  safeguard  against  the  decline  or  extinction  of  such 

These  other  actions  and  proposals  described  above  outline  a  broad  range  of  past, 

species,  and  to  fund  programs  for  professions!  management  of  these  populations. 

present,  and  reasonably  foreseeable  future  actions  that  will  result  in  cumulative  impacts 

Foundation  members  use  the  WSAs  and  ACECs  and  the  resources  affected  by  this 

when  considered  together  with  the  actions  proposed  in  the  ETI  DEIS.  Nevertheless,  the 

proposal  for  camping,  hunting,  fishing,  hiking,  observing  wild  sheep  in  their  natural 

ETI  DEIS  analysis  fails  to  properly  consider  the  potential  cumulative  effects  from  any  of 

habitat,  and  observing  and  hunting  other  wildlife  species  found  in  these  areas  GOLD’S 

these  past,  ongoing,  and  future  military  training  actions  and  developments  occurring  in 

interests  in  the  natural  resources  and  unique  public  land  attributes  of  these  areas,  as  well 

the  same  area.  Instead,  the  ETI  DEIS  impermissibly  limited  its  scope  to  the  proposed 
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as  GOLD'S  procedural  interests  in  informed  decisionmaking  and  full  public  disclosure 
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pursuant  to  NEPA  and  other  applicable  laws,  are  adversely  afTected  by  the  inadequacies 
in  the  ETI EIS. 

COMMENTS 

1-  Ihs  Air  Force  has  Failed  to  Establish  a  Legitimate  Purpose  and  Need  for  its 
Euposcd  Action  is  Required  under  NEPA. 

The  starting  place  for  any  federal  agency  preparing  an  EIS  is  the  delineation  of  the 
purpose  and  need  of  its  proposed  action.  Once  these  are  established,  the  agency  must 
then  develop  criteria  for  evaluating  not  only  its  proposed  action,  but  also  reasonable 
'alternatives  to  that  action,  and  a  "no  action"  alternative.  Here,  in  contravention  of  the 
Council  on  Environmental  Quality  ("CEQ”)  regulations,  the  Air  Force  errs  even  before 

Eiaching  first  base  in  the  process.  It  never  coherently  explains  or  substantiates  the 

chmcal  need  for  or  purpose  of  the  proposed  rangeor  threat  emitter  sites  it  desires. 

Having  failed  to  establish  the  purpose  and  need  of  the  actions,  the  Air  Force  his  no 

reasonable  basis  to  reject  the  no  action  alternative. 

A-  I^EPA  Require?  The  Ait  Force  To  Objectively  Identify  And  Substantiate  Its 
And  N<?td 

The  CEQ  regulations  require  an  EIS  to  separately  address  the  purpose  and  need 
for  the  proposed  actions: 

The  statement  shall  briefly  specify  the  underlying  purpose  and 
need  to  which  the  agency  is  responding  in  proposing  the 
alternatives  including  the  proposed  action. 

40  C.F.R.  §  1502.13.  The  next  subsection  of  this  regulation  provides  for  the  rigorous 
exploration  and  objective  evaluation  of  alternatives,  performed  "in  comparative  form, 
thus  sharply  defining  the  issues  and  providing  a  clear  basis  for  choice  among  options  by 
the  decisionmaker  and  the  public."  Id.  at  §  1502.14. 


ocv.ii-i 

The  purpose  and  need  section  of  the  EIS  provides  the  basis  for  comparison  and 
choice.  From  the  identified  purposes  and  needs,  criteria  for  evaluation  must  be 
developed.  Residents  in  Protest-!- 35E  v.  Dole ,  583  F.  Supp.  653,  659  (D.  Minn.  1984). 

To  be  adjudged  reasonable,  alternatives  must  relate  to  the  concerned  purpose  and  need. 
Northwest  Coalition  for  Alternatives  to  Pesticides  v.  Lynq,  844  F.2d  588,  593  (9th  Cir. 

1988).  The  agency  must  also  consider  alternatives  that  only  meet  a  portion  of  the  stated 
need  and  purpose  addressed;  the  consideration  of  such  alternatives  allows  the 
decisionmaker  to  consider  a  tradeoff  between  preferred  alternatives  with  greater 
environmental  impact  and  alternatives  partially  satisfying  its  goal  but  imposing  less 
environmental  impact.  North  Buckhead  Civil  Ass'n  v.  Skinner,  903  F.2d  1533,  1542 
(11  Ih  Cir.  1990);  Residents  in  Protest,  583  F.  Supp.  At  659. 

Needs  and  purposes  cannot  be  arrived  at  arbitrarily.  To  the  contrary,  the  agency 
must  particularize  and  substantiate  both.  Sierra  Club  v.  Marsh,  714  F.  Supp.  539,  575 
(D  Me.  1989).  Typically  the  agency  explains  the  process  by  which  it  assesses  the 
purposes  and  needs  its  proposed  action  is  addressing.  North  Buckheod,  903  F.2d  at 
1541-42. 

The  agency  must  guard  against  “skewing]  the  focus  of  the  ‘reasonable 
alternatives*  analysis  by  defining  (or  redefining)  project  purposes,  rather  than  facilitating 
an  informed  evaluation  of  the  competing  environmental  and  developmental  concerns 
implicated  by  the  proposed  project."  Sierra  Club,  714  F.  Supp,  at  577.  The  agency  is 
limited  to  criteria  bearing  “a  rational  relationship  to  the  technical  and  economic  integrity 
cf  the  project.”  Id.:  see  also  id.  at  574,  citing  CEQ  Guidance  Regarding  NEPA 
Regulations,  48  Fed.  Reg  34263  (July  28,  1983);  Forty  Most  Asked  Questions 
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Concerning  CEQ's  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  Regulation,  46  Fed.  Reg.  18026, 
18027  (1981).  Stating  its  desires  is  not  enough;  the  agency  must  establish  what  it 
actually  needs.  Id.  As  the  CEQ  has  stated:  "Reasonable  alternatives  include  those  that 
are  practical  or  feasible  from  the  technical  and  economic  standpoint  and  using  common 
sense,  rather  than  simply  desirable  from  the  standpoint  of  the  applicant."  CEQ  Forty 
Questions,  46  Fed.  Reg.  at  18027  (emphasis  in  original). 

By  clear  implication,  the  CEQ  regulations  require  purposes  and  needs  to  be  stated 
in  general  terms  rather  than  framed  by  the  agency’s  desires  and  proposed  action.  The 
purposes  and  needs  relate  to  "the  alternatives  including  the  proposed  action.”  40  C.F.R. 
§  1502.13  (emphasis  added).  The  agency  must  rigorously  explore  and  objectively 
evaluate  reasonable  alternatives  and  a  no  action  alternative  in  addition  to  the  proposed 
action.  Id.  at  §  1502.14.  While  goals  must  be  particularized  and  substantiated,  they 
cannot  be  stated  in  such  specific  terms  that  only  the  agency*s  desired  outcome  can  fulfill 
them  Sierra  Club,  714  F.  Supp.  at  575;  see  also  Van  Abbema  v.  Fornetl,  807  F.2d  633, 
638  (7th  Cir.  1986)  (’*[T)he  evaluation  of  •alternatives’  mandated  by  NEPA  is  to  be  an 
evaluation  of  alternative  means  to  accomplish  the  general  goal  of  an  action;  it  is  not  an 
evaluation  of  the  alternative  means  by  which  a  particular  applicant  can  reach  his  goats.") 
(Emphasis  in  original.) 

Thus  the  agency  may  not  pre-ordain  the  outcome  of  its  NEPA  analysis  by 
manipulating  the  purposes  and  needs  addressed.  Sierra  Club,  714  F.  Supp.  at  574; 
Residents  in  Protest,  583  F.'Supp.  at  660  Here,  the  Air  Force  has  done  exactly  that  by 
I  arbitrarily  selecting  alternative  suitability  criteria  and  advancing  a  stated  purpose  and 

PN-l 

|  need  for  the  project  that  it  has  previously  disavowed.  See  infra  Sections  l.B.  and  II, 
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Any  range  development  choice  made  based  on  these  flawed  criteria  is  necessarily 
arbitrary,  and  thus  in  violation  of  NEPA,  the  CEQ  regulations  and  the  Administrative 
Procedure  Act. 

B.  Ihc  Air  -Farce’s  Statement  of.Nccd  Based  on  the  Composite  Wing 

Establishment  it  Inconsistent  With  the  Government's  Preyig.u.5iY..Slated 
Position. 

The  purpose  and  need  section  of  the  ITR  DEIS  states  that  “the  realism,  quality, 
and  flexibility  of  training  for  the  unique  366th  Wing  .  .  .  would  be  enhanced  through 
construction  and  operation  of  a  tactical  air-to-ground  training  range,  ‘no-drop’  targets 
...  and  a  set  of  sites  for  mobile  electronic  emitters  .  .  .  DEIS  at  1-31.  This  st|tement 
of  need  is  insupportable  here  because  the  Air  Force  has  failed  to  explain  its  shift  from  its 
previously  stated  position,  including  that  outlined  in  the  earlier  AF  EIS  and  stated 
repeatedly  by  Air  Force  counsel  in  federal  court  litigation,  that  additional  training 
resources  were  not  necessary  to  meet  mission  readiness  requirements  for  the  Composite 
Wing.  Indeed,  if  the  proposed  project  would  only  "enhance”  Air  Force  training,  then  the 
military  has  completely  failed  to  justify  a  ’’need”  for  the  proposed  actions  that  could 
possibly  warrant  the  significant  expenditures  and  environmental  impacts  it  will  cause. 

For  instance,  the  AF  EIS  previously  stated  that  "establishing  the  Composite  Wing 
.  .  is  not  dependent  upon  being  able  to  use  [a]  proposed  [local  tactical]  range."  AF  EIS 
Vol.  I  at  1-6.  Additionally,  in  this  same  document,  the  Air  Force  indicated  that 
“establishment  of  the  Composite  Wing  is  not  dependent  on  the  availability  of  a  new 
range.”  Id.  at  Vol.  II,  3-47..  Similarly,  in  response  to  a  General  Accounting  Office 
(“GAO")  critique  of  the  Air  Force’s  establishment  of  the  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain 
Home,-the  Air  Force  specifically  disagreed  with  the  GAO  contention  that  the  existing 
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Saylor  Creek  Training  Range  is  inadequate  for  composite  force  training  See  GAO / 

when  it  warns  to  segment  or  down  play  the  full  scope  of  environmental  impacts  from  the 

NSIAD  Report  No.  93-44  at  60  (May  9.  1993). 

range,  emitters  and  connected  actions  Further  compounding  its  flaws,  the  Air  Force  has 

Next,  in  litigation  brought  by  GOLD  concerning  the  adequacy  of  the  Air  Force's 

failed  to  make  available  for  public  review  and  comment  the  seven  documents  listed  in  the 

NEPA  compliance  in  the  earlier  AF  EIS,  the  Air  Force  has  reiterated  its  position  that  the 

DP-20 

ETI  DEIS  as  the  source  of  training  requirements  for  the  366th  Wing.  Without  releasing 

establishment  of  the  Composite  Wing  was  "totally  independent  of  the  training  range 

these  documents  (identified  on  page  1-23  of  the  DEIS),  there  is  no  way  for  the  public 

proposal."'  Similarly,  Air  Force  counsel  has  stated  on  the  record  and  in  open  court  that 

and  other  DEIS  reviewers  to  adequately  comment  on  the  Air  Force*!  asserted  purpose 

“the  composite  wing  was  not  dependent  upon  a  new  or  local  training  range  for  its 

and  need  for  the  proposed  actions 

composite  wing  training.  .  .  .  [A]s  the  government  has  stipulated  and  has  argued,  the 

In  sum,  if  the  ETI  proposal  is  truly  necessitated  by  the  establishment  of  the 

composite  wing  uses  remote  ranges  such  as  Nellis  in  Nevada  and  Utah  Test  and  Training 

composite  wing,  then  thii  proposal  must  be  evaluated  together  with  the  impacts  of  and 

Range  on  a  transient  basis  for  tactical  air-to-ground  electronic  combat  and  composite 

alternatives  to  overall  composite  wing  training  operation  If  the  range  and  emitters  are 

force  training."’ 

not  required  as  a  result  of  the  composite  wing  establishment,  then  the  Air  Force  has 

If  in  fact  the  position  previously  taken  by  the  Air  Force,  which  was  used  to  justify 

failed  to  clearly  establish  and  justify  the  purpose  and  reed  for  the  proposed  action  as 

the  exclusion  of  the  environmental  evaluation  of  the  training  range  from  the  other 

required  under  NEPA  In  either  ease,  the  present  purpose  and  need  discussion  in  the 

AF  EIS  proposals,  is  correct,  then  the  Air  Force  has  not  established  a  legitimate  purpose 

DEIS  is  inadequate  to  support  the  implementation  or  evaluation  of  the  proposed  action. 

•and  need  for  the  ETI  because  it  has  repeatedly  and  consistently  stated  that  additional 

Consequently,  the  Air  Force  must  withdraw  the  DEIS  in  order  to  revise  its  purpose  and 

land-based  training  assets  are  not  related  to  the  needs  of  the  composite  wing  and  that  the 

need  evaluation  in  accordance  with  NEPA. 

existence  of  these  military  forces  does  not  require  additional  training  assets.  The  Air 

II  The  DEIS  Fails  to  Comolv  with  the  NEPA  Reauirements  for  the  Consideration 

Force  simply  cannot  have  it  both  ways;  saying  the  tactical  range  and  emitters  are 

NEPA  requires  federal  agencies  to  evaluate  a  reasonable  range  of  alternatives  to  a 

necessary  when  it  wants  to  have  them  developed,  but  then  saying  they  are  not  necessary 

proposed  action  42  U  S  C  §  4332(C)(iii);  40  C.F.R.  §  1502.14;  see  California  v. 

1  COLD  v.  United  States  Department  of  Defense,  No.  92-0185-S-HLR  (D.  Idaho) 

Block,  690  F.2d  753,  765-67  (9th  Cir.  1982)  The  range  of  alternatives  must  include  a 

Government's  Reply  Memorandum  in  Support  of  its  Motion  to  Dismiss  at  6  (filed 

June  28,  1993). 

no  action  alternative,  40  C.F.R.§  1502. 14(d);  see  Bob  Marshall  Alliance  v.  Hodtl,  852 

’  GbLD  v.  United  States  Department  of  Defense,  No  92-0185-S-BLW  (D  Idaho) 

Hearing  on  Rule  60(b)  Motion  Transcript  (June  3,  1996) 

F  2d  1223,  1228-29  (9th  Cir  1988),  and  the  environmental  effects  of  all  alternatives. 

12 

13 
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Including  the  proposed  action,  must  be  discussed.  40  C.F.R.  §  1502.16  These 

requirements  are  the  key  to  ensuring  reasoned  agency  decisionmaking  under  NEPA  See 

40  C.F.R.  §  1502.14  (alternatives  section  is  “heart  of  the  environmental  impact 

statement");  Bob  Marshall  Alliance,  S  S2  F.2d  at  1228  ("[ijnformed  meaningful 

consideration  of  alternatives"  is  an  “integral  part"  of  NEPA);  Calvert  Cliffs' 

Coordinating  Committee.  Inc,  v.  A.E.C.,  449  F.2d  1109,  1114  (D  C.  Cir.  1971). 

The  goal  of  the  statute  is  to  ensure  that  federal  agencies 
infuse  in  project  planning  a  thorough  consideration  of 
environmental  values.  The  consideration  of  alternatives 
requirement  furthers  that  goal  by  guaranteeing  that  agency 
decisionmakers  have  before  them  and  take  into  proper 
account  all  possible  approaches  to  a  particular  project 
( including  total  abandonment  of  the  project)  which  would 
alter  the  environmental  impact  and  the  cost-benefit  balance 

Bob  Marshall,  852  F.2d  at  1228-29  (internal  citations,  quotations,  and  alterations 
omitted). 

In  this  instance,  the  Air  Force  has  failed  to  fully  evaluate  (aside  from  the  required 
"no  action"  alternative)  any  alternative  that  does  not  include  development  in  Owyhee 
DP*82  County  for  the  expanded  training  range  capability.  Apparently,  the  arbitrary  exclusion  of 
full  consideration  of  out-of-state  alternative  sites  was  based  on  the  state  of  Idaho’s  role 
in  supporting  development  of  a  new  range  capability.  However,  the  Air  Force,  as  the 
lead  agency  and  a  federal  entity,  must  fully  evaluate  a  reasonable  range  of  alternatives  as 
required  under  NEPA.  See,  e.g.,  40  C  F.R.  $  1508. 1 6  (responsible  or  lead  agency  has 
the  “primary  responsibility  for  preparing  the  environmental  impact  statement").  Id. 

§  1501.5  (“lead  agency  shall  supervise  the  preparation  of  an  environmental  impact 
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statement"),  County  of  Suffolk,  562  F.2d  at  1385  (the  federal  agency  has  “primary  and 
nondelagable  responsibility"  to  ensure  adequacy  of  EIS). 

Moreover,  even  iflocation  within  the  atite  of  Idaho  was  not  the  only  constraint 
requiring  development  of  the  additional  assets  within  the  Mountain  Home  AFB  Range 
Complex,  other  evidence  indicates  that  the  application  of  this  criteria  was  arbitrary.  See 
ETt  DOPPA  at  5.  For  example,  the  ETI  DEIS  presents  a  biased  comparison  of  training 
flight  times  between  the  Owyhee  MOA  and  the  South  UTTR  without  presenting  such 
data  for  the  much  closer  North  UTTR.  ETI  DEIS  at  1-39.  Also,  the  DEIS  faili  to 
recogniae  the  different  types  of  training  (e  g.  continuation  of  CWT)  that  might  be 
occurring  in  the  Owyhee  MOA  versus  the  South  UTTR. 

As  a  result,  the  ETI  DEIS  removed  from  consideration  reasonable  alternatives 
that  could  be  reached  with  little  additional  flying  time  from  MHAFB.  Also,  as  addressed 
in  Section  I  above,  the  Air  Force  cannot  pre  ordain  the  outcome  of  its  NEPA  analysis  by 
artificially  manipulating  the  project  purpose  and  suitability  criteria.  Accordingly,  the  Air 
Force  has  not  conducted  the  rigorous  exploration  and  objective  evaluation  of  alternatives 
that  is  required  under  NEPA  because  it  has  eliminated  the  use  of  more  distant  ranges 
from  the  full  alternatives  evaluation  based  on  arbitrary  constraints  and  a  too  narrowly 
focused  project  purpose. 

At  a  result  of  this  constrained  alternatives  evaluation,  all  of  the  action  alternatives 
fully  evaluated  in  the  EIS  involve  the  development  of  training  range  resources  in  Owyhee 
County  Also,  all  of  the  action  alternatives  include  airspace  expansion  over  Jacks  Creek, 
development  of  30  emitter  sites,  and  substantial  chafF use  Increases.  See  DEIS  at  1-1 
(admitting  that  each  of  development  alternatives  contains  same  set  of  integrated 
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component*).  In  effect,  the  Air  Force  has  not  presented  the  public  end  decisionmakers 
with  a  true  choice,  but  instead  has  merely  adjusted  the  different  elements  of  the  same 
alternative.  This  failure  to  consider  true  locational  and  project  alternatives  is  again 
inconsistent  with  NEPA’s  requirements.  See  Methow  Valley  Citizens  Council  v. 
Regional  Forester,  833  F.2d  810,  815-16  (9th  Cir.  1987)  (Forest  Service  must  consider 
alternative  sites  for  ski  resort  development),  rev’d  in  part  on  other  grounds,  490  U.S. 
322  (1989);  Coalition  for  Canyon  Preservation  v.  Bowers .  632  F.2d  774,  783-84  (9th 
Cir.  1980)  (agency  must  consider  alternative  project  parameters);  Concerned  About 
Trident  v.  Rumsfeld,  555  F.2d  817  (D.C.  Cir.  1977)  (Navy  must  examine  alternatives  to 
selection  of  single  support  site  for  Trident  submarine  fleet). 

Under  NEPA,  an  agency  must  also  consider  alternatives  that  address  only  a 
portion  of  the  project's  purpose.  Natural  Resources  Defense  Council  v.  Callaway,  524 
F.2d  79,  93  (2nd  Cir.  1975);  Slat*  of  California  v.  Block,  690  F.2d  753,  767  (9th  Cir. 
1982)  (agency  may  not  “consider  only  those  alternatives  with  [the  same]  end  result"). 
North  Buckhead  Civic  Association  v.  Skinner,  903  F.2d  1533,  1542  (1  Ith  Cir.  1990)  ("a 
discussion  of  alternatives  that  would  only  partly  meet  the  goats  of  a  project  may  allow 
the  decisionmaker  to  conclude  that  meeting  part  of  the  goal  with  less  environmental 
impact  may  be  worth  a  tradeoff  with  a  preferred  alternative  that  has  greater 
environmental  impact").  Here,  the  agencies  violated  this  fundamental  NEPA  requirement 
when  it  failed  to  consider  alternatives  that  might  meet  only  a  portion  of  the  outlined 
purpose  and  need.  For  instance,  the  DEIS  should  have  considered  the  alternative  of  not 
developing  a  widespread  network  of  threat  emitter  sites  while  still  using  drop  zones,  or 
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other  such  combinations  that  might  reduce  the  adverse  military  training  impacts  and  be 
more  consistent  with  the  region’s  inherent  ecosystem  resiliency  limits. 

The  agencies'  failure  to  consider  a  proper  range  of  alternatives  to  the  proposed 
action  presented  by  the  Air  Force  is  a  fundamental  procedural  and  legal  flaw  that 
undermines  the  adequacy  and  defensibility  of  the  DEIS.  Given  the  likelihood  of  adverse 
effects  and  adverse  cumulative  efFects  established  in  the  record  and  other  information 
presented  in  the  comments  submitted  to  the  Air  Force,  the  agencies  should  have 
examined  other  alternatives  in  order  to  more  properly  determine  the  relative 
environmental  impacts  and  resource  tradeoffs  to  be  made  in  authorizing  the  use  of  public 
land  resources  for  the  proposed  actions.  This  fundamental  flaw  tn  the  DEIS  analysis 
must  be  corrected  and  a  full  analysis  conducted  before  the  proposed  actions  are  allowed 
to  proceed. 

Next,  while  the  Air  Force  claims  that  development  of  a  local  training  range  would 
be  cost  effective  as  training  costs  significantly  increase  with  more  distant  ranges,  see, 
e.g.,  DEIS  at  ES-3,  the  Air  Force  fails  to  ever  quantify  these  costs.  Nor  does  it  ever 
disclose  what  the  actual  costs  of  the  proposed  range  and  threat  emitter  site  development 
will  be  *o  that  decisionmakers  and  the  public  can  make  an  informed  choice  among  the 
alternatives  presented,  including  the  no  action  alternative. 

Some  of  the  Air  Foree  rationale  for  rejecting  more  distant  range  sites  from  full 
evaluation  is  simply  ridiculous.  For  instance,  the  Utah  Test  and  Training  Range,  which 
lies  just  beyond  the  Air  Force’s  previously-identified  arbitrary  150  NM  distance  criterion, 
was  rejected  from  full  consideration  as  an  action  alternative  in  the  DEIS  because  during 
certain  periods  range  time  might  not  be  available  to  the  composite  wing.  According  to 
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the  Air  Force,  “scheduling  of  the  [UTTR]  range  is  difficult .  . .  because  of  the  priority 
given  to  primary  users."  DEIS  at  2-21  to  2-22.  It  is  preposterous  for  the  Air  Force  to 
assert  that  the  greatest  military  force  in  the  world  cannot  simply  make  arrangements  for 
reasonable  shared  use  of  the  Utah  Test  and  Training  Range,  but  instead  must  develop 
entirely  new  range  assets  in  previously  unimpacted  areas.  The  Air  Force’s  assertion  is  all 
the  more  hollow  because  it  fails  to  respond  to  the  1995  Department  of  Defense  Inspector 
General's  audit  report.*  That  audit  report  confirmed  that  the  UTTR  capabilities  satisfy 
training  quality  attributes  for  any  enhanced  366th  Wing  training.  DOD  IG  Report  at  11. 

The  fallacy  of  the  Air  Foree  argument  is  all  the  more  apparent  when  one  considers 
that  the  Utah  Test  and  Training  Range  is  currently  under-utilized,  id.  at  9.  Based  on 
these  factors,  the  UTTR  appears  to  be  a  prime  candidate  alternative  to  the  development 
of  a  new  training  capability  in  a  remote,  pristine  area  of  Idaho  high  desert  country.  At 
the  very  least,  these  are  the  types  of  trade-offs  that  must  be  fully  explored  and  evaluated 
in  the  DEIS.  Lastly,  the  fact  that  the  Composite  Wing  and  IDANG  may  be  exetuded 
from  UTTR  usage  at  certain  times  should  not  preclude  it  from  full  alternative 
consideration  since  the  Air  Force  readily  notes  in  other  instances  that  additional  range 
assets  are  only  needed  for  a  smalt  portion  of  composite  force  training.  See,  e.g.  GAO 
report  ("only  20%  of  the  Mountain  Home  Composite  Wing  training  will  be  composite 
force  training,  which  means  80%  will  be  focused  on  individual  proficiency,"  much  of 
which  can  be  supported  by  existing  Saylor  Creek  Range);  DOD  IG  Report  (“only  8 
percent  of  all  training  flighrs"  for  266th  Wing  are  flown  to  remote  ranges). 
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A  true  alternatives  analysis  complying  with  NEPA  must  conjider  options  such  as 
expansion  of  the  existing  SCR  together  with  the  use  of  more  distant  ranges.  No  such 
alternative  is  evaluated  in  the  current  DEIS.  The  decision  on  the  selection  or  rejection  of 
an  ETI  alternative  “cannot  be  intelligently  made  without  examining  whether  its  [impacts] 
can  be  softened  or  e!iminated“  by  modifying  training  requirements  or  effectively  utilizing 
existing  training  ranges  in  some  combination  to  meet  the  Air  Force’s  training  needs.  See 
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California  v.  Block,  690  F.2d  753.  766-67  (9th  Cir.  1982)  (Forest  Service  must  evaluate 
alternative  of  increased  timber  production  on  federal  lands  already  opened  to 
development  when  making  trade  offs  between  wilderness  and  development  values  of 
roadless  land  in  RARE  II  EIS).  Only  by  fully  developing  and  analyzing  the 
environmental  impacts  of  such  alternatives  will  the  Congress  and  citizens,  and  Air  Force, 
BLM,  and  FAA  decisionmakers  be  able  to  see  a  comparison  of  environmental  impacts 
that  provides  a  clear  basis  for  choice  among  the  options  truly  available 

Further,  none  of  the  choices  presented  in  the  DEIS  (except  for  the  required  “no 
action  alternative)  includes  any  alternative  to  the  establishment  of  over  thirty  threat 
emitter  sites  across  the  Owyhee  plateau.  See  DEIS  at  1-1,  2-25,  2-45  to  2-52,  2-S5.  2- 
104,  and  2-118  Clearly,  (his  “all  or  nothing"  choice  on  the  implementation  of  the  threat 
emitter  development  is  hqI  a  reasonable  range  of  alternatives  to  this  proposed  action 
complying  with  NEPA’s  mandate.  The  Air  Force  makes  a  similar  error  by  not  presenting 
any  alternatives  to  the  proposed  airspace  modifications.  E.g.,  DEIS  at  2-55  to  2-70. 


1  DODIG  Report  No.  95-274. 
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Under  NEPA,  an  agency  must  honestly  address  the  various  uncertainties 
surrounding  the  scientific  evidence  upon  which  it  relies  in  its  environmental  evaluations. 
The  agency  has  a  duty  to  respond  to  credible  opposing  points  of  view,  and  it  may  not 
ignore  reputable  scientific  opinion.  See,  t.g.,  Seattle  Audubon  Soc‘y  v.  Espy,  998  F  2d 
699,  704  (9th  Cir.  1993);  Public  Service  Co.  v.  Andrus,  825  F.  Supp.  1483,  1496-99  (D. 
Idaho  1993);  see  also  Sierra  Club  v.  Watkins.  808  F.  Supp  852.  864-69  (D.D  C.  1991). 
•An  agency’s  NEPA  analysis  must  expose  scientific  uncertainty  regarding  the  risk  of  a 
proposed  action  and  inform  decisionmakers  of  the  full  range  of  responsible  scientific 
opinion  on  the  environmental  effects  of  the  proposed  action.  Friends  of  the  Earth  v. 
Hall,  693  F.  Supp.  904,  926,  934  (W.D.  Wash  1988).  Also,  federal  agencies  are 
responsible  for  overseeing  and  ensuring  the  accuracy  of  environmental  impact  statements 
produced  by  contractors.  40  C  F.R.  §  1506.5(c). 

In  this  instance,  the  agencies  failed  to  consider  or  address  properly  the  wide  range 
of  scientific  opinion  from  previous  studies  indicating  that  the  proposed  actions  could 
result  in  a  significant  environmental  impacts,  including  impacts  to  the  California  bighorn 


I  sheep  populations, 


tion  opportunities,  wilderness  study  areas,  water  quality  and 


wildlife  habitat  generally.  While  the  references  section  of  the  DEIS  identifies  certain 
previous  studies  of  aircraft  overflight  effects  on  bighorn  and  other  species,  the  cited 
work  is  almost  entirely  that  conducted  by  Air  Force  contractors  ar.d  does  not  represent 
the  full  range  of  scientific  opinion  and  research  available  from  which  conclusions  may  be 
drawn,  and  it  also  fails  to  respond  to  both  credible  scientific  opinion  extant  in  the 


literature  and  the  specific  comments  raised  ii 
for  expanded  training  in  Idaho. 


in  response  to  previous  Air  Force  EIS  efforts 


The  DEIS  significantly  understates  and  fails  to  fully  explore  the  environmental 
impacts  on  California  Bighorn  Sheep  and  habitat  affected  by  the  proposed  enhanced 
training  developments  See  DEIS  4-1 1 1  to  4-112,  Numerous  other  commentators  have 
BI-67  noted  this  fundamental  shortcoming.  For  example,  the  DEIS  fails  to  even  reference 
several  important  peer-reviewed  studies.  Scientific  studies  regarding  the  impact  on 
bighorn  sheep  are  either  overstated  or  ignored  Previous  Air  Force  documents  and  other 
information  establish  that  overflights  create  negative  physiological  effects  on  bighorn 
sheep  See  ITR  DEIS  at  4-156  to  4-158.  Yet,  inexplicably,  the  Air  Force  fails  to 
acknowledge  these  adverse  effects  as  either  a  direct,  indirect  or  cumulative  impact  in  the 


The  broad  range  of  scientific  information  available  indicating  potential  serious 

adverse  effects  to  bighorn  sheep  from  the  stress  and  stimulus  of  the  proposed  activities  is 

thoroughly  documented  in  the  Declaration  of  Douglas  Gladwin,  a  noted  expert  on  the 

impacts  to  wildlife  from  aircraft  activities,  previously  provided  to  Air  Force  counsel. 

This  declaration  was  filed  in  the  COLD  v.  DOD  litigation.  The  portions  of  the  Gladwin 

declaration  set  forth  below  set  out  the  range  of  adverse  and  respected  scientific  opinion 

that  the  ETI  DEIS  failed  to  consider. 

19.  It  is  dear  from  a  number  of  studies  that  bighorn  sheep 
show  both  physiological  and  behavioral  responses  to  aircraft 
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overflights,  suggesting  that  they  are  disturbed  by  the  sight  or 
sound  of  aircraft. 

20.  Studies  of  bighorn  sheep  living  in  areas  with  high 
aircraft  activity  show  that  sheep  walk  or  run  during 
overflights,4  and  (hey  often  stop  norma!  activities  such  as 
feeding.*  One  study  shows  that  the  foraging  efficiency  (the 
number  of  seconds  actually  spent  eating,  divided  by  the  total 
number  of  seconds  spent  foraging)  of  bighorn  sheep  exposed 
to  low-level  helicopter  overflights  decreases  by  17%  in 
summer  and  by  43%  in  winter.*  Another  study  of  bighorn 
sheep  in  Arizona  showed  that  light,  fixed-wing  aircraft 
interrupted  feeding  activities  and  caused  animals  to  move  at 
least  300  feet  in  response  to  19%  of  overflights  *  Biologists 
cite  concern  that  ehronie  overflights  could  cause  significant 
energy  losses  over  time  because  energy  expenditures  are 
increased  when  sheep  move,  and  energy  intake  is  reduced 
when  sheep  feed  less  often 

21.  Physiological  effects  on  bighorn  sheep  may  occur  from 
chronic  overflights  as  well.  It  has  been  calculated  that, 
during  overflights,  ungulates  experience  an  increase  in 
metabolism  above  resting  rates  by  twenty  percent  *  Studies 
of  bighorn  sheep  responses  to  helicopters  show  that  heart 


*J.  Kiger,  1970,  Helicopter  Observations  of  Bighorn  Sheet?  on  the  San  Andrea;  Natioi 
Wildlife  Refuge.  Trans  Desert  Bighorn  Council  14:23-27;  B.  Horejsi,  1975,  Wildlife 
Studies  Section  III  fa:  Baseline  Studies  of  the  Biology  of  Streams  and  Wildlife 


Populations  in  the  Sheep  Creek  Drainage.  Alberta.  Aquatic  Environments  Ltd., 
Crossfield,  Alberta;  Bleich,  et  at.  1990. 

*C.A.  Stock* ell  and  G.C.  Bateman,  1991,  Conflicts  in  National  parks  ..A  Case  Study 


Conservation  56:317-328;  P.R.  Krausman  and  J.J.  Htrvtrt ,  1983.  Mountain  Sheep 
Responses  to  Aerial  Surveys.  Wildlife  Society  Bulletin  1  1:372-375. 

*  C.A.  Stock*  eli  and  G.C.  Bateman,  1991. 

1  P.R.  Krausman  and  J.J.  Htrvtrt,  1983 


*S.  Brody.  194  5,  & 
G.  Matt/tld.  1974, 


mefftctics  and  Growth,  Reinhold  Co.,  New  York.  1023  pp.; 
e  Energetics  of  Winter  Foraging  bv .While-Tailed  Deer-a 
,  Ph.D.  Thesis,  State  Univ,  of  New  York,  306  pp 


rates  triple  during  overflights  *  Bighorn  sheep  in  Alberta. 
Canada  showed  reactions  to  helicopters  by  running  when  the 
aircraft  were  0.5  miles  awiy.'*  It  is  reasonable  to  suggest 
that  physiological  and  behavioral  responses  will  occur  from 
military  jet  overflights  of  Owyhee  County  as  well 

22.  Disturbance  can  produce  long-term  deleterious  effects 
on  the  metabolism  and  hormone  balances  in  wild  bighorn 
iheep  which  in  turn  could  have  the  following  effects: 

1)  increased  susceptibility  to  disease,  2)  inefficient  use  of 
energy  and  nutrients,  and  3)  weight  losses. u  Research  has 
ihown  that  stress  induced  by  other  types  of  disturbance 
produces  long-term,  deleterious  effects  on  the  metabolism 
and  hormone  balances  In  wild  ungulates  such  as  bighorn 
iheep.1*  Many  animal  biologists  maintain  that  excessive 
itimulation  of  the  nervous  system  can  amount  to  chronic 
stress,  and  that  continuous  exposure  to  aircraft  overflights 
can  be  harmful  for  the  health,  growth  and  reproductive  fitness 
of  animals  11 


'  R. A.  Moc Arthur  ttal,  1982,  Cicdiit  inlbcbivioral  lsspoeisj  of  mountain  theca  lo 
human  disturbance.  Journal  of  Wildlife  Management  46:351-358 

**  B.  Horejsi,  1975  Wildlife  Studies  Section  HI  in:  Baseline  Studies  of  the  Biology  of 
Streams  and  Wildlife  Populations  in  the  Sheep  Creek  Drainage.  Alberta.  Aquatic 
Environments.  Ltd.,  Crossfield,  Alberta. 

n  V.  Geist,  1971.  A  Behavioral  Approach  to  the  Management  of  Ungulates  in:  E. 

Duffey  and  a  s.  Watt.  edi.  ih£^cimiGt^liDmacfli..Qf.AnimjLl  iPiPJam 
Communities  for  Conservation.  Oxford,  Blackwell  Scientific  Publications;  V,  Geist, 

1978.  Behaviour.  Chapter  19,  pp.  283-296  in:  Schmidt,  L.L.  and  D.  L.  Gilbert,  eds.. 

Big  Game  of  North  America.  Stackpole  Books.  Harrisburg.  PA. 

"  &  Stemp,  1983  h till  rue  tcico^cs  othitfiocn  »1i»b  to  environment!!  itciflmnd 

harassment.  MS  thesis.  Faculty  of  Environmental  Design,  University  of  Calgary;  V.  Geist, 
1971. 

"JL  Fletcher,  1980.  EITecu  of  Noise  Qn.wilflift:  A  Review  pf  Relevant  Literature. 
1971- 1978  pp  611-620  in  J  V.  Tobias.  G  Jansen,  and  W.D.  Ward,  eds.  Proc.  Third 
International  Congress  on  Noise  as  a  Public  Health  Problem  Am  Speech-Language- 
Hearing  Association,  Rockville,  MD,  ASHA  Report  10;//-  Fletcher ,  1990.  Review  of 
Noise  and  Terrestrial  Species'  1983-1988  pp  181-188  in:  B  Berglund  and  T.  Lindvall, 
eds.  Noise  as  a  Public  Health  Problem  Vol.  5;  New  Advances  in  Noise  Research  Part  II. 
Swedish  Council  for  Building  Research,  Stockholm. 
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23.  Studies  on  the  Owyhee  Canyonlands  bighorn 
population,  like  studies  in  the  Grand  Canyon,  the  Arizona 
desert  and  in  Alberta,14  show  that  bighorn  sheep  take  flight 
when  disturbed  by  overflights.'5 

24.  The  outcome  of  chronic  disturbance  could  be  that 
bighorn  sheep  avoid  habitat,  a  very  serious  consequence. 
Studies  in  the  Owyhee  Canyonlands  do  show  that  the  way  in 
which  bighorns  utilize  their  habitat  is  affected  by  the  presence 
of  aircraft.  Responses  to  helicopters  and  fixed-wing  aircraft, 
rather  than  military  jets,  are  being  tested  in  this  ongoing 
study.  It  is  not  known  whether  sheep  will  respond  to 
increases  in  military  jet  overflights.  However,  Toweill  and 
Bodie’s  assessment  suggest  that  they  will  respond  to 

particularly  low-altitude  sorties _ There  is  already 

evidence  that  sheep  are  altering  their  patterns  of  distribution; 
areas  historically  used  by  sheep  (Battle  Creek  drainage)  now 
have  only  a  few  sheep  groups.'4  Significant  jet  activity 
currently  occurs  in  this  area.  This  evidence,  when  coupled 
with  information  from  other  studies,  strongly  suggests  that 
military  jet  activity  is  a  factor  causing  habitat  abandonment. 

25.  According  to  biologists  at  Idaho  Fish  and  Game. 17 
abandonment  or  reduced  use  of  currently  occupied  habitats 
appears  likely,  and  bighorn  sheep  are  likely  to  withdraw  to 
less-disturbed  habitats.  This  concern  has  also  been  iterated 
by  members  of  the  Idaho  Fish  and  Game  Commission.'1 
Reduction  of  usable  habitat  will  ultimately  reduce  bighorn 
populations.  ... 


'*C.A.  Stock*' Hand  G.C.  Bateman,  1991;  B.  Horejsi,  1975;  P  R.  Krausman  and  JJ. 
Hervert,  1983. 

”  To"eiU  and  W.  Bodit,  1992.  Biaiogical  Determination  of  the  Effects  of  l.nw- 
ltvd  QvyfllRbtt  .S-gpjg  boom^flares  and  Chaff  on  Bighorn  Sheeo  in  Owvhee  Cn,.mv 
Ifl3P9  Idaho  Fish  and  Gime,  Boise.  16  pp. 

'*  Memorandum  from  L.E  Oldenburg,  Wildlife  Game/Research  Manager,  IDFG  to 
D.  Toweill,  December  22,  1993. 

"D.E.  Toweill  and  W.  Bodit,  1992. 

”  idaho  Fish  and  Came  Commission,  ]  994.  Detailed  comments  of  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  regarding  the  Idaho  Training  Range  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  and  Draft  Plan  Amendment.  Submitted  February  1994.  25  pp. 
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26.  Decreased  survival  and  recruitment  rates  for  bighorn 
sheep  will  result  if  sheep  move  into  less  optimal  habitat. 

Biologists  also  have  predicted  that  reduced  recruitment  of 
Iambs  is  likely  due  to  impacts  to  current  tambing  grounds 
near  Dickshooter  Creek  and  Black  Canyon.  Availability  of 
high-quality  lambing  habitat  can  significantly  affect  Iamb 
survival,  and  if  the  lambing  grounds  are  subjected  to 
continued  overflights,  sonic  booms,  and  chaff  and  flare 
ordnance,  ewes  are  likely  to  seek  other  habitat  that  will  be  of 
lower  quality.14  Lambs  and  ewes  are  particularly  susceptible 
to  the  effects  of  stress  during  the  critical  lambing  period. 

Disturbance  at  this  time  can  severely  reduce  the  survivorship 
of  lambs.” 

27.  Since  the  species  inhabiting  Owyhee  County 
(California  bighorn  sheep)  is  considered  a  sensitive  species  by 
the  BLM,  and  since  the  Composite  Wing  activities  described 
(ongoing  military  flight  activities!  will  impact  BLM- 
designated  areas  of  critical  environmental  concern  for 
bighorn  sheep,  it  is  reasonable  to  conclude  that  these  sheep 
will  be  disturbed  by  overflights  and  that  the  consequences 
may  be  severe.  While  occasional  overflight  disturbance  might 
have  no  lasting  consequences,  the  high  number  of  military 
sorties,  sonic  booms,  and  composite  force  exercises  planned 
annually  suggest  that  effects  likely  could  be  severe  for  the 
Owyhee  County  bighorn  sheep  populations. 

Gladwin  Decl.  at  10-15  (all  footnotes  and  citations  are  from  original  declaration  but  have 

been  renumbered  here). 


l*D.E.  Toweill  and  I V.  Bodit,  1992,  Biological  Determination  of  the  Effects  of  Low- 
Ltvel  Overflights.  Sonic  Booma.  Flares  and  Chaff  on  Bighorn  Sheep  in  Owvhee  County 
lJaho.  Idaho  Fish  and  Game,  Boise.  16  pp.  , 

*  AM.  McKechnie  and  DM.  Gladwin .  1995.  Impacts  from  Helicopter  Tour  Activities  on 
Specific  W|(dllfs_PjpuUliona  in  ihe  Banff-Wird  Valiev  Region  Prepared  for  Alpine 
Helicopters,  Ltd  .  Canmore,  Alberta.  28  pp.;  H.K.  Butchner,  1960.  The  Bighorn  Shern 
inlhe  United  State?,  Ut  Past.  Present  and  Future.  Wildlife  Monographs  No.  4.  1 7-4  pp  - 
fl  Stemp,  1983. 


24 


In  this  instance,  the  agencies  failed  to  objectively  evaluate  or  present  this  range  of 
scientific  evidence  indicating  the  likelihood  of  severe  environmental  effects  to  the 
bighorn  sheep,  WSA  and  ACEC  resources  from  the  proposed  activity,  and  from  the 
proposed  activity  in  combination  with  the  other  ongoing  and  planned  activities. 
Accordingly,  the  Air  Force  and  BLM  did  not  take  a  hard  look  at  the  environmental  issues 
presented,  and  their  conclusions  and  analysis  are  not  reasonable  where  the  agencies  failed 
to  consider  a  substantial  body  of  scientific  evidence  that  questions  the  blithe  assertions  of 
no  significant  effects  on  the  resources  at  issue. 

2.  Chaff  and  Flare  Impacts  on  Wildlife. 

The  Air  Force  proposes  increased  or  extensive  use  of  chaff  and  flares  is  part  of 
the  ETI.  DEIS  at  2-72  to  2-73,  It  estimates  5,794  additional  bundles  of  chaff  would  be 
dispensed  in  the  affected  airspace  each  year.  Id,  Chaff  consists  of  fiberglass  fibers  the 
thickness  of  a  human  hair  coated  with  aluminum.  1TR  DEIS  Appendix  B  at  1.  It  is 
dispensed  in  bundles  containing  up  to  three  million  fibers  and  is  used  as  an  electronic 
cloud  to  confuse  enemy  radar.  Id. 

The  ETI  DEIS  falsely  states  that  chaff  has  been  used  throughout  the  Owyhee  and 
Other  southwestern  Idaho  MOAs  for  over  30  years.  DEIS  at  2-18.  2-23.  This  assertion 
is  patently  incorrect  and  invalidates  the  entire  baseline  for  the  chaff  impacts  analysis. 

The  Air  Force’s  own  1992  AF  EIS  and  ROD  make  clear  that  prior  to  1992  chaff  was 
used  only  on  the  SCR  and  was  not  used  in  the  MOAs  or  MTRs.  See  AF  EIS  at  2-15 
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(“Currently  chaff  is  used  only  within  the  (SCR]  complex _ ’V*  This  fundamental 

baseline  flaw  must  be  corrected  and  re-evaluated  in  a  recirculated  supplemental  DEIS 

Chaff  may  cause  significant  impacts  on  wildlife.  Although  the  toxicity  of  the  chaff 
may  be  low  in  animals,  “the  non-toxic  mechanic  effects  of  chaff  inhaled  or  ingested  can 
result  in  death  ofwildlife  or  livestock."  See  IDFG  Remarks  Regarding  “Proposals  for 
Air  Force  in  Idaho"  (Nov.  18,  1991)  (Exhibit  37  to  GOLD’S  Dec.  10.  1991  comments  on 
AF  EIS);  see  also  AF  EIS,  Vol.  II  at  2-163..  The  primary  impact  of  chaff  on  wildlife  is 
its  ability  to  cause  severe  internal  damage  if  ingested.  Inhalation  of  chaff  fibers  may: 

(1)  puncture  intestinal  mucosa,  resulting  in  internal  ulceration;  (2)  interfere  with  the 
digestive  system  in  ruminant  animals  such  as  the  bighorn  sheep,  mule  deer,  and 
pronghorn  antelope;  and  (3)  result  in  the  blocking  of  the  intestinal  tract  as  the  fibers 
accumulate  in  the  intestines  of  the  exposed  animals.  AF  EIS,  Vo!  II  at  2-163. 

While  chaff  inhalation  poses  significant  risks  to  virtually  every  species  in  the  area, 
the  risk  is  considerably  enhanced  by  wildlife  startle  effect  caused  by  low-level  flight 
and/or  sonic  booms  Bighorn  sheep,  pronghorn  antelope,  raptors,  and  other  forms  of 
wildlife  ofien  exhibit  escape  behaviors  when  exposed  to  low-level  aircraft  or  sonic 
booms.  As  wildlife  is  startled,  often  moving  quickly  and  breathing  heavily,  the  air  is  * 
filled  with  millions  of  strands  of  chaff  particles,  making  it  very  likely  that  particles  will  be 
ingested  by  wildlife. 


11  The  Air  Force  has  stipulated  in  federal  court  that  the  1992  AF  EIS  was  the  basts  for 
the  significant  expansion  in  chaff  use  from  the  SCR  to  throughout  the  southwestern 
Idaho  MOAs.  See  GOLD  v.  DOD,  No.  92-1 89-S-HLR,  Stipulation  of  Facts  (Slip  Fact 
11)  (a  Idaho  July  21,  1994). 
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In  describing  the  potential  impacts  of  chaff  on  bighorn  sheep.  Toweill  and  Bodie 


Although  it  is  unclear  if  chaff  ingestion  could  result  in 
digestive  tract  lesions,  such  lesions  could  result  in  ulcerations 


efforts,  typically  couple  this  physiological  excitement  with 
over  behavioral  actions,  such  as  running  to  an  area  of 
perceived  security— even  when  that  area  may  lie  at  a 
considerable  distance  Physiological  excitement,  running,  and 
loss  of  forage  opportunities  during  periods  of  disturbance  all 
Increase  metabolic  demands  and  potentially  reduce  the 
bighorn’s  ability  to  survive. 


Data  are  also  unclear  regarding  the  potential  for  inhalation  of 
chaff  into  the  bronchial  apparatus  of  bighorn  sheep.  The  Air 
Force  safety  manual  has  stringent  requirements  for  humans 
working  with  chaff  regarding  protection  from  involuntary 
inhalation  of  chaff  fibers.  One  study  indicated  that  domestic 
sheep  either  inhaled  or  ingested  chaff,  but  concluded  that 
ehafT  panicles,  if  inhaled,  were  too  large  to  pass  beyond  the 
larynx,  and  were  either  expelled  or  swallowed  ....  Bighorn 
aheep,  due  to  their  larger  body  size  and  much  more  active 
behaviors  (which  require  processing  large  volumes  of  air 
through  larger  breathing  passages  than  those  of  domestic 
sheep)  would  seemingly  be  at  greater  risk  than  domestic 
sheep,  although  r.o  studies  hive  apparently  been  conducted 
Bighorn  sheep  are  especially  susceptible  to  pneumonia 
syndromes,  and  at  least  one  extensive  allege  die-off 
associated  with  increases  in  atmospheric  dust  has  been 
documented  .... 

Toweill  &  Bodie  at  8-9. 

Toweill  and  Bodie  also  listed  a  number  of  factors  that  could  lead  to  cumulative 
effects  on  the  California  bighorn  sheep,  including  adverse  effects  from  repeated 
disturbance,  physiological  excitement  of  preparing  for  exertion,  the  energetic  cost  of 
locomotion  or  other  overt  activity,  the  cost  of  food  intake  foregone,  and  the  cost  of 
suboptima!  habitat  selection.  Id.  at  9.  Additionally,  the  data  reviewed  by  Toweill  and 


The  DEIS  also  fails  to  consider  several  important  land  management  policy 
considerations  and  conflicts  concerning  military  use  of  chaff  on  public  lands. 
Specifically.  BLM  has  reported  that  ”[c]haffis  being  dropped  on  public  lands  without 
authorization."  BLM.  Final  Report-  Military  Use  of  Public  Lands  Workshop  -  March  4 
&  5,  1997  at  19  (May  1997)  (excerpt  in  Exhibit  2).  According  to  the  BLM: 

•  There  is  inconclusive  information  on  the  environmental 
impacts  of  chaff. 

♦  There  is  inconclusive  information  on  the  human  and  health 
and  safety  aspects  of  chaff 


BLM  has  not  authorized  disposal  of  chaff  on  public  lands. 

Billions  of  chaff  fibers  are  currently  being  dropped  on 
public  lands. 

The  issue  goes  beyond  public  land  and  involves  airspace, 
private  land  issues,  etc. 


To  address  these  problems,  the  BLM  has  recommended  several  measures 


indicates  that  bighorn  sheep  typically  exhibit  increased  heart 
and  respiration  rates  due  to  low-level  overflights  and  sonic 
booms.  Wild  and  free-ranging  bighorn  sheep,  particularly 
those  subjected  to  such  potentially  life-threatening  situations 
as  predators,  annual  hunting  seasons,  and  annual  capture 


1.  Establish  policy  guidance  that  states: 


The  droppings  of  nonbiodegradable  chaff  on 
nonwithdrawn  public  lands  constitutes  littering  and 


OGXISi 


00.M61 


potential  public  health,  safety,  and  environmental  hazards 
and  will  not  be  authorized 

2.  Notify  the  services  that  the  disposal  of  nonbiodegradable 
ehafT  on  public  lands  is  limited  to  withdrawal!  consistent 
with  that  use. 

3.  BLM/DOI  should  offer  to  participate  in  the  environmental 
and  public  health  analysis  of  biodegradable  chaff  to 
determine  appropriate  stipulations  for  its  use. 

4.  BLM/DOI  should  offer  to  participate  in  an  analysis  of  the 
feasibility  of  cleaning  up  chaff  contaminated  areas  as 
proposed  by  the  U  S.  Army  Chemical  Research, 
Development  and  Engineering  Center. 


The  DEIS  fails  to  identify  or  address  these  substantial  B 

) 

use  ar.d  resulting  contamination  of  public  lands.  The  failure  to 


BLM  concerns  with  chaff 


use  ar.d  resulting  contamination  of  public  lands.  The  failure  to  do  so  shows  the  agencies 
have  neglected  to  address  all  of  the  relevant  factors,  thus  rendering  the  DEIS  analysis 
inadequate  under  NEPA.  Also,  the  Air  Force’s  failure  to  evaluate  this  issue 
demonstrates  that  it  is  violating  49  C  F.R.  $  1  502. 1 6(c)  which  requires  that  the  DEIS 
address  possible  conflicts  between  the  proposed  action  and  the  objectives  of  federal, 
regional,  state,  and  local  land  use  plans,  policies  and  controls  for  the  area  concerned  ” 
The  BLM  itself  in  other  instances  has  noted  the  serious  public  health  and  safety 
concerns  raised  by  military  use  cf  ehafT  In  the  Central  Nevada  Communication  Sties 
Proposed  Plan  Amendment  and  Environmental  Assessment  (March  1996),  EA 
No-NV-030-96035,  the  BLM  stated  that: 


Chaff  consists  of  mtcrofine  silica  fibers  coated  with 
aluminum.  It  is  used  to  mask  aircraft  from  radar.  In  training 
missions  its  use  is  associated  with  both  air-to-air  combat 
training  and  the  ground-to-air  threat  emitters  that  have 
caused  concern  in  central  Nevada.  Over  two  trillion  chaff 
fibers  have  been  dropped  on  central  Nevada  over  the  last  20 
years .... 

Concerns  about  the  biological  effects  from  the  use  of  chaff 
include  the  potential  for  ingestion  of  aluminum  and  silica 
glass  and  the  inhalation  of  chaff  fibers.  Chaff  fibers  ire  very 
brittle  and  easily  broken  Silica  dust,  consisting  of  small 
fragments  of  silica  glass  dispersed  in  the  air  is  considered  a 
nuisance  dust  and  has  been  identifi ed  as  a  potential  human 
carcinogen  by  the  National  Institute  for  Occupational  Safety 
and  Health  Public  concern  has  been  expressed  about  the 
relationship  between  aluminum  and  Alzhiemers  disease  .  .  . 

In  addition,  although  aluminum  occurs  naturally  in  the  body, 
it  has  been  reported  to  accumulate  in  brain  tissues  with  age, 
that  aluminum  can  be  transported  to  the  brain  via  the  nasal 
passageways,  and  that  there  may  be  a  positive  relation 
between  aluminum  concentration  in  drinking  water  and 
regional  rates  for  dementia 

Centra!  Nevada  EA  at  11-19  (citations  omitted) 

The  DEIS  estimates  20.000  fares  will  be  ignited  annually  under  the  proposed 

ETI  DEIS  at  2-73  The  Air  Force  has  previously  recognized  the  potential  fire  hazard 

associated  with  the  us;  of  flares.  ITR  DEIS  at  4-19,  4-33,  4-37,  4-41.  It  fails,  however, 

to  realistically  identify  the  impact  of  fare  fires  on  wildlife.  In  addition  to  loss  of  forage 

and  cover,  direct  mortality,  and  long  term  habitat  alterations  caused  by  Bare  fire,  flares 

may  also  produce  startle  effects  and  cause  vision  impairment  The  DEIS  recognizes  only 

that  habitat  could  be  lost  The  DEIS  takes  no  steps  to  analyze  the  magnitude  of  the  fire 

impact  on  habitat,  nor  does  it  analyze  any  of  the  other  potential  effects  on  wildlife  in  the 


”  Similarly,  the  Air  Force  must  also  evaluate  potential  conflicts  between  its  proposed 
actions  and  the  joint  Forest  Service/BLM  ecosystem  management  plans  for  the  Upper 
Columbia  River  Basin  area  which  includes  the  Owyhee  Plateau 
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3.  Laser  Ircp«». 

The  Air  Force  intends  to  utilize  laser  systems  in  the  proposed  training  activities. 
DEIS  at  2-74.  These  systems  are  used  for  terrain  following  and  weapons  targeting.  Id. 
The  DEIS  fails  to  address  deals  with  the  problem  of  thermal  burns  to  an  animal’s  eyes 
when  the  lasers  are  used  in  combat  mode.  The  DEIS  assures  that  any  laser  operations 
will  be  reviewed  by  a  bioenvironmental  engineer  who  will  certify  the  operations  as 
"safe.”  Id.  It  does  not  specify  what  this  generic  bromide  means,  nor  does  it  specify  that 
if  a  procedure  that  is  safe  for  wildlife  cannot  be  developed  such  operations  will  not 
happen. 
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A  Ihc  PEIS  JEailiia  Consider  the  Cumulative  Impacts  on  Wildlife. 

Although  the  DEIS  identifies  various  factors  that  will  impact  wildlife  in  the  region 
(e.g.,  noise  from  aircraft,  sonic  booms,  construction  activities,  use  of  flares  and  chaff, 
loss  of  habitat,  increased  accessibility,  etc.),  it  does  not  consider  the  cumulative  impact 
of  all  these  effects  on  the  wildlife  in  the  proposed  area.  While  exposure  to  chaff  low 
flying  aircraft,  habitat  alteration  from  flare-induced  fires,  or  sonic  booms  may  have  a 
minimal  impact  on  certain  species  or  specific  animals,  the  combined  effect  of  all  the 
stresses  on  the  wildlife  may  have  a  significant  impact.  The  cumulative,  potentially 
synergistic,  effect  of  all  the  potential  stresses  on  wildlife  must  be  adequately  identified  in 
order  to  adequately  assess  the  true  impacts  on  wildlife.  Cf  National  Wildlife  Fed'n  v. 
FERC,  801  F.2d  1505  (9th  Cir.  1986)  (acknowledging  need  to  evaluate  cumulative 
impacts  of  development  on  fish  and  wildlife). 


In  this  instance,  the  Air  Force  and  BLM  simply  failed  to  conduct  the  required 
cumulative  impact  analysis  of  a  proper  scope  to  include  an  evaluation  of  the  impact  of 
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the  proposed  ETI  actions  together  with  the  other  past,  present,  and  reasonably  future 
actions  of  composite  force  military  training,  and  discharge  of  chaff  and  flare  ordnance 
onto  the  lands  and  into  the  habitat  of  these  same  bighorn  sheep  populations.  Not  only 
did  the  ETI  DEIS  fail  to  consider  the  potential  devastating  effect  of  this  wide  scope  of 
cumulative  impacts,  it  even  failed  to  properly  acknowledge,  as  required  by  the  NEPA 
regulations,  that  some  of  that  environmental  documentation  is  as  yet  not  final  and  cannot 
be  relied  on  to  support  the  lack  of  environmental  impact  for  further  actions  or  lack  of 
cumulative  effects  from  the  present  action  because  that  environmental  analysis  is  subject 
jo  ongoing  judicial  review.  See  40  C.F.R.  $  1506.3(d).  In  this  instance,  the  1992 
environmental  impact  statement  that  purported  to  evaluate  the  effects  of  increased 
military  overflights,  increased  military  airspace  designations,  widespread  supersonic 
flight  and  flare  use  over  the  southwestern  Idaho  and  the  WSAs  and  ACECs  at  issue  here 
is  the  subject  of  a  judicial  action  in  which  the  court  has  indicated  that  that  1992  EIS 
itself  was  of  improper  scope.  Greater  Owyhee  Legal  Defense  v.  Department  of  Defense, 
889  F.  Supp.  1295  (D.  Idaho  1995)  (holding  that  Air  Force  failed  to  follow  procedure 
required  by  law  in  preparing  1992  AFI  EIS). 

The  ETI  DEIS  failed  to  identify  all  relevant  areas  of  environmental  concern  and 
carefully  review  those  issues  because  it  failed  to  include  a  cumulative  impacts  analysis  of 
proper  scope.  This  cumulative  impacts  analysis  is  all  the  more  crucial  for  an  informed 
NEPA  analysis  here  where:  (1)  the  Ninth  Circuit  has  recognized  the  sensitive  nature  of 
bighorn  sheep  species  to  human  disturbance  and  required  careful  analyses  to  evaluate  the 
potential  impacts  to  these  species;  (2)  the  breadth  of  the  scientific  literature  and  the  Air 
Force’s  own  data  confirm  that  bighorn  sheep  are  easily  stressed  by  human  disturbance 
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such  as  the  proposed  action  and  that  the  sheep  may  abandon  their  habitat  or  suffer 
population  losses  as  a  result  of  this  stress;  and  (3)  previous  analyses  suggests  the 
likelihood  of  adverse  cumulative  impacts  from  the  range  of  military  training  activities 
already  occurring  and  planned  in  the  area  affected  by  the  ETI  actions,  especially  when 
considered  in  combination  with  the  further  stresses  to  be  imposed  on  the  sheep  by  the 
intensive  CWT  activities  to  be  facilitated  by  ETI. 

In  Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  v.  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture, 
681  F,2d  1 172  (9th  Cir.  1982),  the  court  noted  the  special  status  and  environmental 
sensitivity  of  bighorn  sheep,  and  rejected  agency  attempts  in  that  case  to  slant  the 
evaluation  of  potential  bighorn  impacts  in  favor  of  a  proposed  action  by  relying  on  an 
Inadequate  scope  of  studies  in  an  environmental  assessment.  Id.  at  1179-80.  Also,  the 
Ninth  Circuit  indicated  that  **[t]he  Bighorn  require  a  finely  tuned  ecological  balance  for 
their  ‘lambing’  and  rearing  functions  .  .  .  *[a]ny  disturbance  of  these  areas  would  be  a 
catastrophe  to  the  sheep’"  where  the  ecosystems  required  by  the  sheep  are  a  limited 
resource.  Id.  at  1180.  In  that  case,  the  unique  ecological  characteristics  of  the  bighorn, 
inadequately  addressed  by  the  Forest  Service,  were  sufficient  to  show  a  risk  of 
unevaluated  environmental  effects  undermining  the  no  significant  impact  conclusion 
reached  in  the  agency’s  EA.  Id.  at  1180-82.  Similarly,  the  same  ecological  factors  here, 
and  the  range  of  scientific  opinion  and  analyses  overlooked  by  the  agencies  in  reaching 
their  conclusions,  demonstrate  the  serious  risk  of  unevaluated  environmental  harm 
requiring  the  Air  Force  and- BLM  to  reconsider  their  analysis. 

As  detailed  herein,  the  scientific  literature  has  identified  a  wide  range  of  adverse 
stress  responses  and  physiological  impacts  to  bighorn  sheep  and  similar  ungulates 
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resulting  from  aircraft  overflight  and  human  disturbance.  The  Air  Force's  own  data 
collected  during  Phase  I  ofits  overflight  effects  study  further  confirms  the  conclusion 
that  the  bighorn  sheep  may  be  subject  to  severe  stress  from  the  ETI  DEIS  proposed 
actions.  For  instance,  the  field  notes  from  the  Air  Force's  Phase  I  investigation  chronicle 
the  severe  reaction  of  California  bighorn  sheep  in  the  study  area  to  the  stress  of  repeated 
low-level  military  overflight  in  close  temporal  proximity  combined  with  the  added  stress 
of  human  intrusion  by  the  observers  into  the  sheep's  habitat.  See  Ex.  5  (copy  of  field 
notes) 


On  June  15,  1995,  the  Air  Force  researchers  located  a  band  of  sheep  in  the  area  of 
the  confluence  of  Deep  and  Dickshooter  Creeks.  Fourteen  sheep  were  eventually 
observed  on  a  sagebrush  slope  foraging  that  morning.  At  9:31  a.m.,  two  jets  at  less  than 
1,000  feet  flew  directly  over  the  sheep.  The  sheep  looked  up  and  moved  abruptly  when 
the  noise  was  the  loudest.  Two  minutes  later,  an  additional  jet  flew  overhead  and  the 
sheep  looked  up  Eventually  fifteen  sheep  were  observed  in  this  group.  At  9:59  a.m., 
the  fourth  jet  in  28  minutes  flew  over  this  band  and  banked  directly  above  the  sheep 
The  rams  that  bedded  down  stood  up  and  those  rams  foraging  looked  up.  ran  briefly,  and 
Stopped  foraging.  Within  two  minutes,  at  10.01  a.m.  all  of  the  sheep  were  moving  and 
were  out  of  view  of  the  observers  by  10.04  a  m  The  sheep  had  abandoned  the  arej  in 
which  they  were  grazing  and  had  traveled  far  enough  so  that  the  researchers  required  an 
additional  37  minutes  to  relocate  the  sheep  at  10:4 1  a.m.  In  response  to  these  repeated 
Stress  stimuli,  all  of  the  sheep  were  up  and  moving  in  a  tight  group.  The  sheep  traveled 
in  this  tight  group  up  a  slope  and  out  of  view  of  the  researchers.  The  field  notes 
concluded  that  the  “sheep  [were]  startled  by  jets. 
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These  field  observations  and  simitar  ones  contained  in  the  record  belie  the  cursory 
evaluation  in  the  DEIS  that  potential  impacts  to  bighorn  sheep  would  be  low  in  most 
areas.  See  DEIS  at  4-112.  Thus,  these  field  data,  taken  together  with  the  existing  base 
of  scientific  knowledge  (which  again  was  not  properly  considered  in  the  DEIS),  indicate 
that  the  bighorn  sheep  may  be  easily  distressed  by  the  combined  disturbance  of  the 
proposed  actions  together  with  the  other  stress  effects  of  past,  ongoing,  and  planned 
military  training  activity  in  the  same  area  None  of  these  potentis!  ind  highly  relevant 
cumulative  impacts  were  evaluated  in  the  DEIS 

Previous  analyses  suggest  a  high  likelihood  of  adverse  cumulative  effects  from  the 
ongoing  activities  of  low-level  and  supersonic  flight,  and  chaff  and  flare  ordnance  use  by 
the  Air  Force  over  the  public  lands,  WSAs.  ACECs.  and  bighorn  sheep  populations  that 
would  also  be  affected  by  the  proposed  action  For  ir stance,  in  the  February  1992 
“Biological  Determination  on  the  Effects  of  Low-Level  Overflights,  Sonic  Booms.  Flares 
and  Chaff  on  Bighorn  Sheep  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho,"  Dr.  Dale  Toweitl  and  Walt 
Bodie  of  the  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  concluded  that  these  actions:  (l)  "may 
adversely  affect  bighorn  sheep  populations  associated  with  East  Fork  Owyhee  River  and 
its  tributaries;"  (2)  “may  adversely  affect  the  sport  hunting  spectrum  in  Idaho  "  and 
(3)  “may  reduce  options  available  for  management  of  California  bighorn  sheep 
nationwide,  based  on  future  availability  of  transplant  stock  from  the  East  Fork  Owyhee 
herd."  Indeed,  these  1992  predictions  have  come  true  The  annual  trapping  and 
transplanting  program  for  California  bighorn  sheep  has  been  indefinitely  suspended  by 
IDFG  for  the  Owyhee  canyonland  herd  due  to  that  herd's  dramatic  population  size 
decline  following  increases  in  military  training  activities.  Also,  the  hunting  opportunity 


was  reduced  from  three  individual  hunts  often  tags  each  in  1993  to  two  individual  hunts 
of  ten  tags  since  1993,  a  33  percent  reduction  in  hunting  opportunity.  See  Exhibit  4 
(DiGrazia  Dec! ). 


The  DEIS  contains  in  inadequate  and  internally  inconsistent  evaluation  of  the 
recreation  resources  and  impacts  of  the  proposal.  For  instance,  the  DEIS  claims  that  the 
recreational  use  in  the  affected  areas  is  not  likely  to  be  affected  by  any  of  the 
alternatives  DEIS  at  4-204  to  4-231  However,  this  determination  is  plainly 
inconsistent  with  the  descriptions  in  other  segments  of  the  DEIS  which  note  the  high- 
value  natural  and  cultural  resources  found  in  the  proposed  range  development  and  impact 
areas,  and  fail  to  objectively  evaluate  whether  the  recreation  opportunities  provided  by 
__the  ETI-affected  resources  are  truly  "substitutable"  and  can  be  found  elsewhere 
The  area  affected  by  the  ETI  proposals  has  the  highest  density  and  highest 
productivity  of  pronghorn  in  Idaho,  there  are  numerous  species  that  are  listed  under  the 
federal  Endangered  Species  Act  that  occur  within  the  affected  environment,  a  portion  of 
the  BLM’s  Bighorn  Sheep  Habitat  Area  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  is  near  one  of 
the  target  areas,  sage  grouse  leks  and  brood-rearing  areas  occur  within  the  area,  and  the 
Pole  Creek  and  Camas  Creek  Archeological  Districts  are  within  the  region  of  influence 
Moreover,  the  wetlands  affected  by  the  proposals  are  rare  resources,  DEIS  App  E-5,and 
several  rivers  in  the  region  of  influence  “have  been  identified  as  having  outstandingly 
remarkable  recreation,  seenic,  geologie,  and  wildlife  values."  1TR  DEIS  at  3-230. 

Several  wilderness  study  areas  are  within  the  region  of  influence;  by  definition,  these 
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areas  exhibit  a  potential  for  "outstanding  opportunities  for  solitude  or  a  primitive  and 
unconfined  type  of  recreation,"  16  U  S.C.  §  11131(c)  (Wilderness  Act) 

Certainly,  this  combination  of  wildlife  habitat,  cultural  resources,  and  open  space 
provides  for  outstanding  recreational  opportunities  that  cannot  be  found  in  other  areas 
Indeed,  in  recognition  of  these  high-value  resources,  the  area  has  been  suggested  for 
National  Park  status,**  another  important  recreation  resources  attribute  conveniently 
overlooked  in  the  Air  Force's  analysis.  Furthermore,  the  Air  Force’s  sweeping  statement 


py.25- 1  no  recreation  impact  is  expected  from  the  land  withdrawal  is  not  supported  by  its 
[_own  analysis  nor  previous  analyses  of  similar  proposals  The  analysis  in  the  DEIS  looks 
only  at  the  attributes  of  the  specific  target  areas  without  incorporating  the  impact  on 

RV-17  ,  ,  ew  u 

surrounding  areas  as  a  result  of  bombing  range  and  emitter  site  development. 

The  Air  Force's  startling  conclusion  on  potential  recreation  impacts  is  apparently 
based  on  the  study  and  discussions  contained  in  the  previous  ITR  Recreation  Technical 
Support  Document  and  similar  materials.  See.  eg  ,  DEIS  at  3-248  (relying  on  same 

RV  1 S 

flawed  recreation  baseline  information  as  did  withdrawn  ITR  DF.IS)  Unfortunately  for 
the  flyboys,  and  the  cooperating  agencies,  the  Recreation  TSD  lacks  any  explicit 
theoretical  basis  for  its  conclusions  regarding  the  purported  substitutability  of  alternative 
Jocations  for  the  recreation  opportunities  provided  in  Owyhee  County  Additionally,  the 


DEIS  fails  to  provide  a  reference  cit 

) 

document  that  the  Air  Force  contend 


station  for  the  1976  Bureau  of  Outdoor  Recreation 


overflights  will  not  adversely  affect  recreation  use  or  potential  special  Jand-uie 
designations  DEIS  at  3-243.  Without  such  a  reference,  the  public  is  unable  to  locate  or 
review  the  document  the  Air  Force  is  apparently  referencing,  once  again  showing  the  Air 
Force's  violation  of  NEPA's  full  public  disclosure  requirement 

The  outdoor  recreation  literature,  which  the  Air  Force  must  consider  to  ensure  the 
scientific  integrity  of  its  DEIS  analysis,  ij  replete  with  numerous  studies  on  recreation 
Choice  and  behavior,  and  evaluations  of  the  uniqueness  or  substitutability  of  particular 
recreation  areas  or  experiences.’4  Despite  this  body  of  research,  the  Boise  State 
University  public  opinion  (not  recreation  use  and  perception)  study  which  forms  the 
basis  for  the  ETI  DEIS’a  baseline  recreation  analysis,  DEIS  at  3-248,  does  not  draw  on 
the  available  scientific  literature  Indeed,  none  of  the  DEIS  preparers  show*  my 
extensive  outdoor  recreation  management  background  or  experience  With  the  research 


RN'-'lQ  bei"S  performed  by  unqualified  and  uninformed  individuals,  the  Air  Force  has  failed  to 
ensure  the  scientific  integrity  of  the  DEIS  analysis  as  required  by  taw  40  C.F.R 


The  DEIS  conclusions  about  recreation  effects  are  based  on  a  series  of  questions 
in  the  BSU  survey  that  were  asked  only  of  “highly  qualified"  individuals,  which  often' 


ds  supports  its  cramped  analysis  that  military  training 


resulted  in  small  sample  sires  insufficient  "to  allow  for  statistical  interpretation." 

BSU  Survey  at  31.  These  questions  focused  on  whether  there  were  other  areas  that 
respondents  visited  to  experience  similar  recreation  values  Id  at  29-43  However,  the 


J  See  James  G  MacCraeken  A  Jay  O'Laughlin,  Univer'  ty  of  Idaho  Forest.  Wildlife  and 
Range  Policy  Analysis  Group  Report  No  7.  "A  National  Paik  in  Idaho’’  Proposals  and 
Possibilities"  at  3,  22-23,  26-27  (June  1992) 


14  See.  e  g.,  USDA  Forest  Service,  ProceeJmgs-SympOfium  on  Recreation  Choice 
Behavior,  General  Technical  Report  INT-IS4  (May  1985) 
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questions  addressed  only  very  genera!  experiences  and  activities  such  as  “viewing 

resources.11  This  research  indicates  that  “the  foreclosure  of  on  opportunity  cannot  be 

wildlife,”  "viewing  scenic  beauty,"  “fishing,"  “hunting,"  and  “hiking." 

presumed  to  be  offset  by  the  physical  presence  of  another  in  some  simple  one-for-one 

These  general  inquiries  do  not  capture  the  site-  and  resource-specific  attributes 

fashion."”  Unfortunately,  that  is  precisely  the  conclusion  that  the  BSU  researchers  and 

that  may  make  a  recreation  visit  to  the  Owyhee  Country  area  unique.  Previous 

the  Air  Force  attempt  to  reach  here  without  considering  contrary  evidence  in  the 

recreation  research  has  readily  acknowledged  such  area-specific  differences.  “An  activity 

scientific  literature  or  contrary  evidence  regarding  the  uniqueness  of  Owyhee  County 

such  as  hiking,  for  example,  is  basically  the  same  in  each  area,  but  the  motives  for 

recreation  resources  and  settings  as  described  in  other  sections  of  the  DEIS  and  in  other 

engaging  in  the  activity,  the  style  of  participation,  and  the  resulting  experiences  can  vary 

commenters*  remarks. 

dramatically  from  one  area  to  another."15  Indeed,  the  BSU  survey  failed  to  directly  ask, 

Other  studies  in  recreation  choice  behavior  have  evaluated  and  confirmed  the 

as  other  recreation  use  surveys  commonly  do,”  whether  recreationists  perceived  any 

importance  of  over  a  do2sn  dependent  variables  that  affect  an  individual’s  decision  to 

unique  attributes  in  the  Owyhee  County  areas  visited  or  whether  these  unique  features 

recreate  in  a  particular  place.1*  Even  when  these  factors  are  aggregated  into  four  general 

motivated  their  visit  or  precluded  the  use  of  alternative  sites  for  the  same  experience. 

categories,  the  BSU  survey  addresses  at  most  only  two:  sociat/psychologica!  benefits 

Setting  aside  for  the  moment  the  BSU  survey's  serious  sampling  and  statistical 

and  activity  attributes.  The  BSU  survey  fails  to  consider  the  important  physical 

problems,  the  questions  asked  and  the  analysis  offered  in  the  BSU  survey  fail  to 

attributes  of  a  recreation  location  (such  as  landscape  character),50  nor  did  it  measure  the 

acknowledge  that  whether  alternative  recreation  sites  exist  is  a  complex  phenomenon 

managerial  attributes.  Such  oversight  and  generalization  in  the  BSU  survey  approach  is 

that  includes  many  factors  beyond  the  simple  activities  or  generic  values/experiences 

indefensible  from  a  recreation  research  perspective.  The  literature  confirms  that  “some 

measured  in  the  BSU  study.  For  instance,  previous  research  has  provided  clear  evidence 

that  recreationists  perceive  important  differences  between  apparently  similar  recreation 

“  Roger  N.  Clark  and  Kent  B.  Downing.  "Why  Here  and  Not  There:  The  Conditional 

Nature  of  Recreation  Choice,"  pp.  61-70,  at  64  in  USDA  Recreation  Choice  Symposium 
(May  (985). 

*  See,  e.g.,  1  William  J.  MoLaughlin  and  Murray  D.  Feldman,  Idaho  River  Study :  A 

Look  at  Boater  Use  on  Ten  Nan-Designated  Ri ver  Segments  in  Idaho  at  1-68  to  1-70, 

1*94  (Study  for  Idaho  Department  of  Parks  and  Recreation,  November  1983)  (asking 
respondents  whether  the  “special  characteristics  this  river  offers"  was  a  reason  for 
recreation  visit). 

40 

15  Bo  Shelby,  “Resource  and  Activity  Substitutes  for  Recreationil  Salmon  Fishing  in  New 

Zealand,"  pp.  79-85  in  USDA  Recreation  Choice  Symposium  (May  19S5). 

”  Stephen  F.  McCool,  George  H.  Stankey.  and  Roger  N.  Clark,  "Choosing  Recreating 

Settings:  Processes.  Findings,  and  Research  Directions,"  pp.  1-8.  at  4  in  USDA 

Recreation  Choice  Symposium  (May  1985). 

10  See  Jean  T.  Beaulie  and  Richard  Schreyer,  "Choices  of  Wilderness  Environments— 

Differences  Between  Real  and  Hypothetical  Choice  Situations,"  pp.  38-45  in  USDA 

Recreation  Choice  Symposium  (May  1985). 

30  Indeed,  such  a  site-specific  description  of  the  affected  environment  is  required  under 

NEP/V  See  California  v.  Block ,  690  F.2d  at  763-64, 

41 

forms  of  the  same  activity  are  not  good  substitutes,"51  underscoring  the  need  to  examine 

not  scientifically  credible  and  is  contrary  to  NEPA’s  rigorous  environmental  evaluation 

all  of  the  factors  influencing  recreation  choice  in  order  to  draw  the  substitutability 

requirements. 

conclusions  the  Air  Force  attempts  to  reach  based  on  inadequate  data  here. 

The  BSU  survey  suffers  from  additional  research  shortcomings  that  render  it 

The  BSU  survey  failed  to  ask  the  questions  that  might  further  ascertain  whether 

scientifically  inadequate,  despite  its  description  as  a  "statistically  reliable"  study.  BSU 

true  recreation  alternatives  exist  or  whether  Owyhee  County  is  providing  unique 

Study  at  1.  For  instance,  the  BSU  study  reports  a  cooperation  rate  of  only  39%  for 

recreation  experiences.  For  instance,  the  BSU  survey  could  have  asked  directly  whether 

actual  telephone  contacts  made.  Id.  at  55.  Yet  there  was  no  attempt  made  to  ascertain 

Owyhee  County  recreation  visits  were  motivated  by  the  unique  characteristics  of  the 

the  non-response  bias  that  may  have  resulted  when  the  opinions  of  the  61*/*  of  those 

area,  and  it  also  could  have  inquired  about  whether  alternative  sites  were  considered 

contacted  that  did  not  answer  are  considered.  Such  a  determination  of  the  non-response 

when  planning  the  Owyhee  County  visit.  These  questions  would  then  give  a  better 

bias  is  a  standard  part  of  scientific  sampling  and  telephone  surveys 51 

means  of  truly  assessing  the  potential  substitutability  of  the  alternative  recreation 

Next,  the  BSU  survey  makes  no  attempt  to  validate  its  rather  surprising  findings 

locations. 

through  other  research  techniques.  For  instance,  on-site  surveys  of  recreation  visitors  or 

Overall,  the  conclusions  in  the  DEIS  and  Recreation  TSD  regarding  alternate 

surveys  of  known  user  groups  could  have  been  done  to  confirm  whether  the 

recreation  locations  are  scientifically  insupportable  and  inconsistent  with  the  findings  of 

substitutability  findings  of  the  study  could  be  replicated  with  different  recreation  user 

a  large  body  of  recreation  literature,  as  well  as  being  inconsistent  with  the  unique 

populations.  Again,  such  validation  and  reliability  checks  are  an  important  social  science 

.physical  and  biological  characteristics  of  the  ETI  region  of  influence  as  described 

-  research  technique55  that  must  be  performed  before  relying  on  a  single  study  to  draw  the 

1  elsewhere  in  the  DEIS.  At  the  very  least,  this  inconsistency  between  the  BSU  survey 

RV-23 

(findings  and  other  recreation  literature  must  be  explained  in  the  DE(S.  Undoubtedly, 

conclusions  presented  in  the  DEIS. 

Also,  the  DEIS  contains  broad  statements  about  the  lack  of  military  overflight 

such  an  evaluation  would  indicate  not  that  the  Owyhee  County  area  lacks  unique 

impact  on  recreation  visitors  that  are  not  supported  even  by  the  flawed  BSU  survey. 

recreation  resources,  but  only  that  the  BSU  survey  was  unable  to  measure  these 

See.  e.g.,  DEIS  at  3-248,  4-202  to  4-203.  The  BSU  study  did  not  inquire  about  the 

attributes  in  the  perceptions  of  the  “rigorously  qualified"  visitors  it  contacted.  As  it  now 

impact  of  current  military  training  overflights,  instead  it  asked  gencrically  “How  much  of 

stands,  the  Air  Force's  reliance  on  the  BSU  study  as  a  predictor  of  recreation  impacts  is 

11  Shelby,  supra  note  8,  at  84. 

51  See,  e.g.,  D.A.  Diliman,  Mail  and  Telephone  Surveys:  The  Total  Design  Method 
(1975);  K.D.  Bailey,  Methods  of  Social  Research  (1982). 

55  See  Bailey,  supra  note  14. 
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a  problem  was  airplanes  flying  overhead."  BSU  Study  at  64,  question  425  Thus,  this 
question  addressed  aircraft  overflights  generally  (e  g.  commercial,  civil,  and  military 
traffic)  and  does  not  support  the  specific  conclusion  stated  in  the  DEIS. 

Moreover,  even  if  present  military  overflights  are  not  a  "problem,"  that  does  not 
indicate  that  the  tremendously  increased  activities  proposed  in  the  DEIS  will  not  create 
an  impact  on  recreation  activities  in  Owyhee  County,  an  impact  that  must  be  evaluated  in 
the  DEIS.  Similarly,  the  Recreation  TSD,  in  the  BSU  study  report,  states  that 
respondents  were  specifically  asked  about  "low  flying  aircraft  being  a  problem  "  BSU 
Study  at  2.  Again,  question  426  was  not  directed  specifically  to  low-flying  aircraft,  but 
addressed  aircraft  overflights  generally.  Indeed,  if  the  BSU  survey  truly  wanted  to 
measure  the  items  that  the  DEIS  and  the  survey  report  claim  it  measured,  then  it  could 
have  asked  questions  about  military  overflights,  low-level  flights,  or  whether  respondents 
saw  such  flight  activity  on  their  visits.  Instead,  as  with  many  other  portions  of  the  DEIS, 
the  Air  Force  simply  stuck  its  collective  head  in  the  sand  and  refused  to  ask  the  questions 
to  which  it  did  not  want  to  know  the  answers,  even  though  the  law  requires  that  such 
issues  be  evaluated. 

The  BSU  survey  assumed  that  the  SCR  area  could  form  a  benchmark  for 
comparison  of  future  impacts  in  the  region  of  influence.  See  BSU  Study  at  7.  However, 
this  is  a  faulty  benchmark.  This  assumption  fails  to  recognize  that  ongoing  activities  at 
the  SCR  at  the  time  of  evaluation  for  the  survey  (1991)  are  not  the  same  as  the  then- 
proposed  ITR,  or  currently-proposed  ETI,  activities  The  proposed  activities  involve  a 
marked  increase  in  supersonic  flight,  as  well  as  increased  number  of  aircraft  performing 
coordinated  attack  exercises  at  the  time.  Indeed,  the  very  shortcomings  of  the  SCR 


played  up  by  the  Air  Force  in  the  DEIS  indicate  that  the  proposed  activities  are  not 
merely  a  continuation  of  prior  SCR  training  in  a  different  location  Therefore,  the  SCR 
area  is  not  an  appropriate  benchmark,  thus  calling  into  question  the  majority  of  the 
conclusions  reached  in  the  BSU  survey.  See,  e  g.,  BSU  Study  at  29,  31,  33,  35,  39.  41, 
43,  Recreation  TSD  at  5-1,  DEIS  at  3-248 


Although  the  area  ilTected  by  the  Air  Force  proposals  is  only  sparsely  populated, 
the  region  of  influence  overlays  numerous  special  use  areas  and  noise  sensitive  locations 
Despite  the  adverse  affect  noise  can  have  on  such  areas,  in  addition  to  the  adverse  affect 
noise  can  have  on  human  experience  of  the  enjoyment  of  nature  and  solitude,  the  DEIS 
fails  to  adequately  analyze  the  noise  impacts  that  would  be  created  by  the  proposed 
action  In  large  part,  this  inadequate  analysis  is  due  to  the  use  of  an  inappropriate  noise 
evaluation  metric  that  is  an  averaging  measure  designed  for  use  in  urban,  and  not 
wildland,  settings.  This  point  is  thoughtfully  addressed  in  the  DEIS  review  and 
comments  provided  by  Dr  William  Weida  The  full  comments  of  Dr.  Weida  are  included 
in  the  attached  exhibits  and  the  noise  evaluation  discussions  therein  are  incorporated 
herein  by  reference.  See  Exhibit  3. 

The  L«.  is  an  average  noise  impact,  and  does  not  fully  account  for  the  episodic 
impact  created  by  such  events  as  sonic  booms  or  low-level  fly  bys.  The  analysis  used  in 
the  DEIS  heavily  relies  upon  a  fact  that,  averaged  over  a  sufficient  period  of  time,  the 
noise  impact  of  composite  force  training  exercises  becomes  less  significant.  Data  that 


og"oi 


presents  the  noise  impact  of  a  limited  lime  frame  of  military  exercises  each  month 
averaged  over  a  complete  month  is  much  less  significant  than  a  computation  of  the  actual 
noise  impact  that  occurs  while  the  training  exercises  are  being  conducted.  A  proper 
analysis  must  include  both  episodic  and  average  data  in  order  to  provide  the 
decisionmaker  and  the  public  with  an  accurate  picture  of  the  noise  impact  of  the 
proposed  action.  Allison  v.  Dept,  of  Transportation,  908  F.2d  1024  (D  C.  Cir.  1990) 
(noise  impact  from  airport  analyzed  using  data  portraying  the  average  increase  in  noise, 
and  the  episodic  increase  in  noise)  However,  the  DEIS  only  highlights  the  more 
favorable  averaging  data.  By  emphasizing  the  average  noise  impact  and  ignoring  the 
episodic  noise  impact,  the  DEIS  improperly  suggest  that  the  increase  in  noise  will  not  be 


In  addition  to  averaging  the  noise  impact  over  a  larger  period  of  time  than  it  lakes 
for  the  noise  event  to  occur,  the  DEIS  also  averages  the  event  over  the  whole  area 
affected  by  the  proposed  action  instead  of  the  area  impacted  by  the  noise  An  example  of 
this  inconsistency  is  found  in  the  DEIS's  evaluation  of  noise  impacts  on  recreation  use 
A  person  traveling  through  the  area  affected  by  the  proposed  ETI  actions  will  not 
experience  the  noise  impact  of  a  nearby  low-level  flight  or  sonic  boom  over  a  day  or  a 
month,  but  in  time  it  takes  for  sound  waves  to  hit  his  or  her  ears  —  a  matter  of  seconds 
People,  like  wildlife,  are  adversely  affected  by  startling  noise  events.  At  least  for 
purposes  of  determining  the  noise  impact  on  recreation  and  wildlife  the  use  of  average 
data  should  be  disregarded  or  considered  with  episodic  measurements 


The  Air  Force's  noise  evaluation  i 
acknowledge  the  scientific  shortcomings 


ion  in  the  ETI  DEIS  also  fails  to  frankly 


candidly  disclose  in  the  DEIS  the  risks  of  the  proposed  actions  For  example,  the  Air 
Force  itself  his  repeatedly  acknowledged  thit  its  NOISEMAP  methodology  is  an 
imperfect  predictor  of  noise  impacts  and  resulting  annoyance  In  its  fiscal  year  1996-97 
Environment,  Safety  and  Occupational  Health  Strategic  Plan,  the  Air  Force  states  that 
"the  methods  used  to  gather  the  information  required  (for  NOISEMAP)  is  (sic)  extremely 
vulnerable  to  litigation  The  current  data  collection  methods  do  not  provide  indisputable 
data  In  fact,  the  accuracy  of  the  data  is  totally  dependent  upon  human  interpretation 
and  therefore,  extremely  vulnerable  to  human  error."  USAF  FY  96/197  ESOH  Strategic 
Plan  at  la.  Under  NEPA,  the  Air  Force  must  disclose  these  shortcomings  in  Sts  noise 
evaluation  methodology  in  the  ETI  DEIS,  and  it  must  account  for  the  range  of  potential 
impacts  that  might  occur  given  the  uncertainty  in  the  methodology  and  data  collection 
methods  for  that  methodology 

Further,  the  Air  Force  itself  has  noted  that  "no  quantitative  dosage-response 
relationship  has  been  developed  for  predicting  annoyance  in  these  circumstances  (where 
Air  Force  operations  are  occurring  over  federal  lands  used  for  outdoor  recreation 
purposes)  "  Id  at  lb.  Again,  the  Air  Force  needs  to  disclose  these  shortcomings  and 
consider  the  impact  of  these  data  gaps  in  its  ETI  DEIS.  Similarly,  the  Air  Force 
acknowledged  that  it  has  no  accurate  method  of  predicting  annoyance  from  the  combined 
effects  of  exposure  to  subsonic  operations  and  supersonic  operations.  Id.  at  lc.  And, 
the  agency  has  also  admitted  that  “there  exists  no  systematic  methodology  for  assessing 
the  impacts  of  aircraft  noise  and  sonic  booms  to  humans,  animals  and  structures 


ngs  of  the  methods  used,  and  therefore  it  fails  to 
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process  (EIAP)  documents  presently  use  a  variety  of  noise 


models/data  bases,  often  being  of  questionable  scientific 
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value.**  Id.  at  2d.  As  before,  the  Air  Force  must  disclose  these  shortcomings  of  its  EIAP 

|_cause  a  serious  impact  on  recreational  visitors’  experience  and  enjoyment  of  the  area. 

methodology  in  the  ETI  DEIS,  and  it  must  undertake  further  analyses  of  potential 

The  Air  Force’s  summary  also  fails  to  acknowledge  the  Forest  Service  conclusion  that 

environmental  impacts  to  account  for  the  extremely  large  analytical  shortcomings  of  the 

visitors  in  wilderness  setting  are  approximately  10  dB  Jj^iS  tolerant  of  noise  than  in 

methodologies  it  has  applied. 

residential  settings.  Id.  at  2-22.  Again,  this  finding  suggests  a  much  greater  noise 

2.  Misuse  of  Forest  Service  Overflight  Study. 

impact  from  the  proposed  action  than  is  disclosed  by  the  Air  Force  in  the  DEIS;  given 

The  Air  Force  inappropriately  attempts  to  downplay  potential  recreational  visitor 

this  greater  sensitivity  to  noise  in  the  wilderness  setting  of  the  Owyhee  Country,  it 

impacts  from  overflying  military  aircraft  by  citing  to  a  1992  Forest  Service  Report  to 

follows  that  even  a  small  noise  increase  will  have  a  disproportionately  larger  effect  on 

Congress  on  the  Potential  Impacts  of  Aircraft  Overflights  of  National  Forest  System 

recreation  visitors’  experiences. 

Wildernesses  (July  1992).  See.  e.g.,  DEIS  at  4-202  to  4-203.  However,  as  this  Forest 

The  ETI  DEIS  also  tries  to  conceal  the  true  noise  impact  on  recreationists  and 

Service  study  readily  acknowledges,  “generalization  of  inferences  drawn  from  these 

sportsmen  when  it  asserts  that  high-altitude  aircraft  such  as  those  in  a  MOA  should  not 

studies  must  be  made  with  care"  because  of  the  unique  conditions  of  the  Forest  Service 

lead  to  visitor  annoyance.  How  can  it  assert  that  the  MOA  flights  will  be  non-annoying 

research.  Forest  Service  Report  at  2-22.  Nevertheless,  the  Air  Force  proceeds  with 

and  at  high-altitude  when  other  Air  Force  analyses  disclose  that  a  person  standing  at  any 

abandon  to  rely  on  this  study  to  support  their  conclusion  that  aircraft  noise  intrusions  do 

given  point  underneath  the  Owyhee  MOA  could  expect  to  be  subject  to  three  low-level 

not  appreciably  impair  recreation  visitors*  primitive  wilderness  experience. 

overflights  a  day  after  implementation  of  the  ETI,  with  almost  four  low-level  overflights 

NO-19 

The  Forest  Service  study  simply  does  not  provide  the  support  that  the  Air  Force 

a  day  for  those  underneath  the  Jarbridge  MOA?  Set  ITR  DEIS  at  4-228.  Once  again. 

sees  in  it.  The  Forest  Service  research  looked  at  gU  types  of  aircraft  overflights  of 

the  minimal  environmental  impact  conclusions  trumpeted  by  the  Air  Force  are  not  even 

wilderness  areas,  not  just  the  military  aircraft  performing  combat  training  exercises  that 

supported  by  the  data  provided  in  its  own  documents. 

are  of  concern  for  the  DEIS.  Indeed,  the  Forest  Service  study  reported  that  the  greatest 

Similarly,  the  Air  Force  cannot  rely  on  the  Forest  Service  study  as  support  of  the 

problems  with  aircraft  overflights  arose  in  areas  where  "outdoor  recreationists  are  most 

conclusion  that  the  majority  of  wilderness  visitors  were  not  annoyed  at  all  by  overflying 

commonly  exposed  to  the  noisiest  overflights;  i.  e.,  low-altitude,  high-speed  tactical 

aircrafts  Set  DEIS  at  4-203.  The  Forest  Service  study  is  so  different  in  terms  of  the 

military  operations,"  exactly  the  type  of  operations  that  will  occur  with  the  ETI 

NO-13 

varying  types  of  disturbance^  measured  in  locations  very  different  from  the  Owyhee 

proposal.  Forest  Service  Report  at  2-23.  Thus,  contrary  to  the  Air  Force’s  summary, 

Country’s  canyonlands  and  plateaus  that  its  conclusions  are  not  transferable  to  the 

the  Forest  Service  study  compels  the  opposite  conclusion:  wargame  overflight)  may 

present  ETI  proposal.  For  all  the  Air  Force  knows,  the  75  percent  non-annoyance 

! 
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finding  from  the  Forest  Service  study  could  relate  to  non-military  aircraft  overflights, 

unlike  the  situation  here  where  the  vast  majority  of  overflights  will  be  low-level  military 

training  missions.  In  short,  there  is  simply  no  scientifically  supportable  approach  for  the 

Air  Force’s  broad  generalizations  about  noise  impacts  based  on  the  Forest  Service  study. 

D-  Ihc  DEIS  Fills  19  Evaluate  the  Consistency  of  the  Proposed  Action  With 

Section  4ff>  of  the  Department  of Transportation  Act. 

The  CEQ  regulations  require  that  an  environmental  impact  statement  include  a 

(2)  the  program  or  project  includes  all  possible  planning 
to  minimize  harm  to  the  park,  recreation  area,  wildlife  and 
waterfowl  refuge  .  . .  resulting  from  the  use. 

49  U.S.C.  §  303(c). 

In  this  case,  the  transportation  program  (i.c,  the  redesignation  of  MOAs  and 

restricted  air  space)  proposed  in  the  DEIS  will  result  in  the  use  of  publicly  owned  land  of 

the  categories  described  under  Section  4(f).  Clearly,  as  the  DEIS  indicates,  much  of  the 

discussion  of  “(pjossible  conflicts  between  the  proposed  actions  and  the  objectives  of 

land  underlying  the  proposed  restricted  air  space  for  the  training  range  action  is  land  held 

•Federal,  Regional,  State,  and  local  (and  in  the  case  of  a  Reservation,  Indian  Tribe)  land 

in  federal  or  state  ownership.  Additionally,  the  DEIS  also  makes  clear  that  many  of 

use  plans,  policies  and  controls  for  the  area  concerned."  40  C.F.R.  §  1502.16(c).*4  la 

these  lands  are  special  use  areas  managed  to  protect  their  unique  recreational  or  wildlife 

this  case,  the  DEIS  fails  to  address  the  relevant  federal  policy  for  the  protection  of  public 

attributes.  These  areas  will  be  “used"  within  the  meaning  of  Section  4(f)  because  the 

parks,  recreation  areas,  and  wildlife  refuges  embodied  in  Section  4(0  of  the  Department 

special  attributes  for  which  they  are  managed  will  be  impacted  by  the  Air  Force  proposal. 

of  Transportation  Act,  49  U.S.C.  5  303. 

The  use  of  park  lands  and  protected  areas  within  the  meaning  of  Section  4(f)  includes  not 

LU-12 

The  actions  contemplated  in  the  DEIS  will  require  the  cooperation  and  approval 

only  the  actual,  physical  takings  of  such  lands,  but  any  significant,  adverse  indirect 

of  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration,  DEIS  at  1-39,  1-40,  an  agency  of  the  Department 

impact  as  well: 

of  Transportation.  Under  Section  4(0  of  the  Transportation  Act: 

(A]  project  which  respects  a  park’s  territorial  integrity  may 
still,  by  means  of  noise,  air  pollution  and  general 

The  secretary  (of  Transportation]  may  approve  a 

unsightliness,  dissipate  its  aesthetic  value,  crush  its  wildlife, 
defoliate  its  vegetation,  and  “take"  it  in  every  practical  sense. 

transportation  program  or  project  . . .  requiring  the  use  of 
publicly  owned  land  of  a  public  park,  recreation  area,  or 

Allison,  908  F.2d  at  1025  (quoting  D.C.  Fed’n  of  Civic  Ass’ns  v.  Volpe,  459  F.2d  1231, 

wildlife  and  waterfowl  refuse  of  national.  State,  or  local 

significance  ,  .  .  only  if- 

1239  (D  C.  Cir  ),  cert,  denied,  405  U.S.  1030  (1972)). 

(t)  there  is  no  prudent  and  feasible  alternative  to  using 
that  land;  and 

Despite  this  “use"  of  such  protected  special  use  areas  and  public  lands  that  will 

occur  as  a  result  of  the  Air  Force’s  proposals,  the  DEIS  fails  to  evaluate  whether  there 

**  The  CEQ  Regulations  further  require  that  an  EIS  “shall  discuss  any  inconsistency  of  a 

exists  prudent  and  feasible  alternatives  to  using  that  land,  and  whether  the  program  or 

proposed  action  with  any  approved  state  or  local  plan  and  laws."  Id.  §  1506.2(d). 

“Where  an  inconsistency  exists,  the  statement  should  describe  the  extent  to  which  the 

project  includes  all  possible  planning  to  minimize  harm  to  the  recreation  and  wildlife 

agency- would  reconcile  its  proposed  action  with  the  plan  or  law  ."  Id. 
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areas  that  may  be  impaired  from  the  use.  As  detailed  in  other  sections  of  these 
comments,  the  mitigation  measures  inadequately  discussed  in  the  DEIS  cannot  satisfy 
this  requirement  since  there  is  no  binding  agreement  to  undertake  tueh  mitigation 
measures,  nor  are  the  mitigation  measures  described  in  sufficient  detail  to  enable  a  DEIS 
reviewer  to  determine  their  effect  in  ameliorating  the  potential  impacts. 

Similarly,  the  alternatives  analysis  of  the  DEIS  is  inadequate  to  satisfy  this 
Section  4(f)  policy  since  it  fails  to  consider  all  reasonable  alternatives.  Moreover,  the 
Section  4(f)  alternatives  analysts  may  differ  in  that  it  should  consider  alternatives  to  not 
using  the  land  protected  under  Section  4(f),  i.e  ,  the  special  use  areas  designated  for 
LU-12  recreation  and  wildlife  purposes  by  the  land  management  agencies  such  as  BLM. 

Lastly,  under  Section  4(f)  the  potential  noise  impact  of  the  proposed  action  on 
these  special  areas  must  be  evaluated  in  the  context  of  these  Department  of 
Transportation  Act  requirements.  Stt  Allison,  908  F.2d  1024.  Because  the  DEIS  fails 
to  consider  potential  conflicts  with  the  policy  and  requirements  of  Section  4(f),  it  fails  to 
comply  with  NEPA  and  also  fails  to  provide  the  necessary  documentation  for  the 
Secretary  of  Transportation*!  decision  that  will  be  required  for  the  FA  A  approvals 
Outlined  in  the  DEIS.  See,  t.g.,  Citizens  to  Preserve  Overton  Park,  Inc.  v,  Votpt, 

701  U.S.  402  (1971)  (outlining  Secretary  of  Transportation  decisionmaking  requirements 
under  Section  4(f)). 

E.  Ihc.DEIS.Inad6cmiclv  £vgluim.thfl.Pai«iiiilImmc»  on  Wjij;rnc» 
Study  Aim 

Several  BLM  wilderness  study  areas  are  present  within  the  areas  affected  by  the 
proposals  and  underneath  the  modified  airspace  and  region  of  influence  of  these 


proposals  See.  t.g.,  DEIS  at  3-223  to  3-228  These  WSAs  will  be  adversely  affected  by 
ongoing  and  increased  military  overflights,  as  well  as  the  increased  use  of  chaff  and 
flares.  The  DEIS  fails  to  consider  the  on-the-ground  impacts  of  chaff  and  flare  use  on 
these  WSAs.  This  impact  must  be  evaluated  since,  under  FLPMA,  these  lands  are  to  be 
managed  in  a  manner  that  preserves  their  suitability  for  wilderness  designation. 

43  U.S.C.  $  1782(c).  The  DEIS  fails  to  consider  how  the  effects  of  repeated  chaff  and 
flare  use,  either  through  wildfire  resulting  from  flares  in  WSAs  or  from  adjacent  lands,  or 
the  deposition  and  accumulation  of  chaff  materials,  might  impact  the  wilderness 
characteristics  of  these  areas. 

The  ETI  DEIS  actions  will  occur  over  and  on  number  wilderness  study  areas  in 
southwestern  Idaho  A  WSA  is  a  roadless  area  that  has  been  identified  as  having  a 
wilderness  characteristic  and  at  being  reviewed  for  possible  designation  as  wilderness, 
pursuant  to  the  Wilderness  Act,  as  amended,  1 6  U.S.C.  f  5  1 131-1 13d.  During  the 
period  of  wilderness  review,  BLM  is  required  by  Section  603(c)  of  FLPMA,  43  U.S.C. 

(  1782(c),  to  manage  WSAs  “in  a  manner  so  as  not  to  impair  the  suitability  of  such  areas 
for  preservation  as  wilderness."  To  date  no  action  has  been  taken  by  Congress  to 
designate  these  three  WSAs  as  wilderness,  so  the  WSA  lands  and  resources  involved  here 
remain  subject  to  the  Section  603(c)  nonimpairment  mandate  Stt  Ronald  A.  Ptnt,  1 35 
IB  LA  143,  144  (1996). 

Under  the  Wilderness  Act,  a  wilderness  area  it  one  “where  the  earth  and  its 
community  of  life  are  untrammeled  by  man”  and  that  may  contain  “ecological,  geological, 
or  other  features  of  scientific,  educational,  scenic,  or  historical  value."  Wilderness  Act 
§  2(c)-  It  is  these  values,  including  the  significant  wildlife  resource  of  the  California 
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bighorn  sheep  herds,  which  make  the  areas  suitable  for  wilderness  designation  For 

which  the  cumulative  effect  of  existing  uses  and  the  new  proposed  uses  would  impair  the 

instance,  the  Owyhee  Canyonlands  Wilderness  FEIS  (1989)  states  that  “the  rhyolite 

suitability  of  the  area  for  designation  as  a  wilderness.  Stt  44  Fed.  Reg  at  74022-23. 

upland-canyonlands/sagebrush-bunchgrass  ecosystem  provides  yearlong  habitat  for 

Specifically,  the  NEPA  documentation  for  a  proposed  activity  in  a  WSA  must 

bighorn  sheep  (on  the  aensitive  species  list  for  Idaho  .  . .).  Bighorn  sheep  are  dependent 

consider  under  the  nonimpairment  standard  whether: 

upon  a  natural  undisturbed  environmental  for  their  survival.  The  Owyhee  River  system 

presently  provides  for  this  environment."  Id.  at  III- 14.  These  values  are  to  remain 

nonimpaired  during  the  wilderness  review  process. 

In  furtherance  of  FLPMA’s  nonimpairment  standard,  the  Department  of  Interior 

the  addition  of  this  proposal  produce(s)  an  aggregate  effect 
upon  the  area’s  wilderness  characteristics  and  values  that 
would  constrain  the  Secretary’s  recommendation  with  respect 
to  the  area’s  suitability  or  nonsuitability  for  preservation  as 
wilderness,  considering  the  area  in  its  expected  condition  at 
the  time  the  Secretary  sends  his  recommendation  to  the 

President? 

has  adopted  the  Interim  Management  Policy  and  Guidelines  for  Lands  Under  Wilderness 

44  Fed.  Reg.  at  72023.  Additionally,  for  “wilderness  study  areas  that  are  pristine  in 

Review  (“IMP"),  which  are  binding  on  all  BLM  state  offices.  These  guidelines  provide 

character."  the  nonimpairment  determination  must  ask  whether  “the  addition  of  this 

guidance  to  BLM  employees  in  the  management  of  WSA’*  pending  ultimate 

proposal  significantly  reduce(s)  the  overall  wilderness  quality  of  the  WSA7"  Id.  The 

congressional  determination  on  whether  the  study  areas  should  be  included  in  the 

1989  Owyhee  Canyonlands  Wilderness  FEIS  (and  similar  statements  for  the  Jarbidge  and 

permanent  wilderness.  Stt  Ronald  A.  Ptnt ,  135  IBLA  at  147.  The  IMP  also  outlines 

Little  Jacks  WSAs),  which  the  Air  Force  failed  to  properly  consider  in  Sts  DEIS, 

the  evaluation  procedures  to  be  followed  by  the  BLM  to  determine  whether  a  proposed 

documents  the  pristine  nature  of  the  WSAs  prior  to  the  cumulative  impacts  of  the 

activity  will  satisfy  the  nonimpairment  standard.  Stt  44  Fed.  Reg.  72014,  72021-23 

proposed  action  and  other  past,  ongoing,  and  future  military  actions  in  and  over  these 

(Dec  12,  1979). 

WSAs.  See.  e  g.,  Owyhee  Canyonlands  FEIS  at  HI-5,  III-6,  IIM4  (all  of  Owyhee  WSAs 

Under  section  B.2.  of  the  IMP,  the  BLM  may  permit  activities  to  proceed  in  a 

possess  high  degree  of  naturalness  and  provide  outstanding  opportunities  for  solitude; 

WSA  only  when  it  has  determined  that  the  activity  will  not  impair  the  land’s  suitability 

Owyhee  River  WSAs  provide  excellent  habitat  for  many  species  of  wildlife). 

for  preservation  as  wilderness  This  determination  must  be  made  by  first  ensuring  that 

The  ETI  DEIS  failed  to  follow  the  evaluation  procedures  of  the  IMP  and  it  fails  to 

the  activity  conforms  to  the  existing  management  and  framework  plan  for  the  affected 

apply  properly  the  nonimpairment  standard  in  determining  whether  the  proposed  actions 

area.  The  BLM  must  also  review  the  proposed  activity  through  an  environmental 

LU14 

can  be  approved  consistent  with  this  standard.  For  instance,  the  DEIS  does  not  address 

assessment  or  environmental  impact  statement  to  determine  whether  it  will  be 

the  required  nonimpairment  standard  analysis,  but  instead  simply  states  in  a  conctusory 

nonimpairing  and  to  ensure  that  approval  of  such  activity  will  not  create  a  situation  in 

fashion  that  all  activities  will  comply  with  the  IMP.  However,  this  terse  discussion  is 
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inadequate  to  provide  the  initial  nonimpairment  analysis,  including  the  important 
cumulative  impacts  analysis,  that  is  required  in  the  NEPA  documentation  for  an  activity 
proposed  in,  on,  or  over  a  WSA. 

The  ETI  DEIS  analysis  also  fails  to  provide  the  required  description  of  the 
wilderness  characteristics  as  documented  in  the  BLM’s  previous  inventories  for  these 
areas,  including  the  inventory  reported  in  the  Owyhee  Canyonlands  Wilderness,  Final 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (1989)  and  the  BLM’s  Idaho  Wilderness  Study  Report 
(1991).  The  terse  summary  of  the  wilderness  study  areas  in  the  DEIS,  and  the 
conclusory  evaluation  of  potential  impacts  to  the  wilderness  study  areas  in  the  DEIS,  fail 
to  describe  the  specific  wilderness  characteristics  of  these  areas  that  require  special 
consideration  under  the  nonimpairment  standard.  This  specific  inquiry  is  required  by  the 
evaluation  procedures  outlined  in  the  IMP.  44  Fed.  Reg.  at  72022.  The  unique 
wilderness  characteristics  of  these  areas  include  the  California  bighorn  sheep  and  other 
wildlife.  See  California  v.  Block.  690  F.2d  753.  763  (9th  Cir.  1982)  (wildlife  are 
wilderness  attribute  that  must  be  evaluated  in  determining  impacts  of  future  management 
options  for  roadless  areas).  Yet  the  DEIS  failed  to  discuss  the  present  nature  of  these 
characteristics  in  terms  of  their  wilderness  values  as  well  as  the  potential  impacts  on 
these  characteristics  and  values  from  the  proposed  action  and  the  aggregate  effect  of  the 
proposed  action  combined  with  other  past,  present,  and  reasonably  foreseeable  actions 
occurring  over  and  upon  the  same  WSA s. 

Although  the  ETI  DEIS  references  the  IMP,  it  never  properly  applies  the 

procedures  or  the  nonimpairment  standard  to  determine  whether  the  proposed 
might  impair  the  suitability  of  these  areas  for  designation  as  wilderness. 
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Significantly,  the  DEIS  entirely  fails  to  consider  whether  the  additional  impacts  of  the 
proposed  actions,  i.e.  increased  use  of  the  W$As  for  warmaking  and  military  ordnance 
disposal  and  overflight,  together  with  the  past,  ongoing,  and  reasonably  foreseeable 
impacts  of  stepped-up  military  war  game  activities  in  and  over  these  WSAs.  would  have 
juch  an  aggregate  effect  on  the  area’s  wilderness  characteristics  and  values  (including 
wildlife)  that  it  would  affect  the  suitability  or  nonsuitability  of  the  three  areas  for 
preservation  as  wilderness.  Instead,  the  agencies  punt  on  this  required  analysis  and  state 
that  the  -ultimate  disposition  of  the  WSAs  in  the  ROI  will  be  decided  by  Congress  " 
DEIS  at  4-191.  That,  however,  simply  begs  the  question  required  by  the  IMP  analysis; 
i.e.,  will  the  WSAs  remain  suitable  for  designation  following  the  devastating 
environmental  effects  of  noise,  supersonic  overflight,  chaff,  flares  and  visual  intrusion 
that  will  impact  the  solitude,  wildlife  values  and  habitat,  recreation  opportunities,  and 
pristine  nature  for  which  these  areas  were  initially  selected  as  suitable  by  BLM. 

Without  such  a  determination,  the  agencies  have  not  complied  with  the  IMP 
standards.  Because  the  nonimpairment  standard  of  the  IMP  and  the  evaluation 
procedures  required  to  implement  that  policy  are  binding  on  all  BLM  offices,  see.  e  g. 
Ronald  A.  Ptne,  135  IBLA  at  147;  The  Wilderness  Society.  106  IBLA  46  (1988); 
Southern  Utah  Wilderness  Alliance  etai.  135  IBLA  138,  139  (1996).  BLM’s  failure  to 
conduct  this  analysis  as  a  cooperating  agency  shows  it  has  failed  to  consider  relevant 
environmental  factors  in  its  decisionmaking.  Thus,  the  ETI  DEIS  analysis  cannot 
support  implementation  of  the  proposed  actions  where  that  analysis  has  failed  to  fully 
consider  all  the  factors  required  to  be  considered  under  the  IMP  nonimpairment  standard 
evaluation  procedure. 
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Additionally,  the  DEIS  repeatedly  suggests  that  overflight  impacts  should  be 
minimal  since  military  training  activities  have  occurred  previously  in  this  area  and  were 
occurring  at  the  time  the  lands  were  selected  is  wilderness  study  areas.  See,  *.g.,  DEIS 
at  4-191.  What  this  conclusory  evaluation  fails  to  consider  is  that  the  current  proposal  is 
very  different  in  scope  and  duration  from  the  training  activities  that  have  previously 
occurred  in  this  area.  For  instance,  the  description  of  composite  force  training  in  the 
DEIS,  see  DEIS  at  1-18  to  1-27,  confirms  that  the  large-scale  CWT  training  exercises 
proposed  are  not  the  activities  that  have  been  routinely  occurring  in  the  military 
operations  areas  over  the  affected  WSAs.  See  Id.  at  1-27.  Also,  the  recent  changes 
implemented  in  the  1992  AF  EIS  proposals,  such  as  supersonic  flight  and  chaff  and  flare 
use  throughout  the  MOAs  in  southwestern  Idaho,  further  distinguish  the  present  project 
from  past  activities.  Thus,  comparisons  to  past  use  as  a  basis  for  determining  no  impact 
to  the  wilderness  characteristics  of  the  area  are  unfounded  based  on  the  different  nature 
of  past  activities  and  the  current  proposals. 

Moreover,  the  Air  Force  repeatedly  and  shamelessly  falsifies  previous  statistics 
concerning  overflight  activity  above  the  Idaho  WSAs.  The  Air  Force,  throughout  its 
expanded  training  debate  of  the  1990s,  asserts  that  these  WSAs  have  been  subject  tc 
similar  overflight  activity  and  numbers  such  as  that  proposal  for  the  current  ETI  actions 
See  DEIS  at  4-191.  (“It  is  estimated  that  an  average  of  more  than  7,000  sorties  used  the 
airspace  over  some  of  these  WSAs  from  1972  through  1986.“),  see  also  A F  EIS  at  4-20 
(making  similar  assertions).' 

The  BLM  documents  cited  by  the  Air  Force  belie  the  DEIS  assertions. 
Significantly,  the  1991  Idaho  Wilderness  Study  Report  states  that  in  1990  there  were 
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only  approximately  “365  training  missions  .  . .  scheduled  in  the  MOAs  and  3,548 
missions  were  scheduled  in  the  MTRs."  !d.  at  8.  Thus,  the  Air  Force’s  already  flawed 
WSA  analysis  is  further  flawed  because  it  applies  an  incorrect  baseline.” 

Next,  the  Air  Force  wrongly  concludes  that  the  BLM  has  previously  sanctioned 
the  proposed  overflight  and  range/emitter  sites  development  activity  as  not  affecting 
WSA  suitability  for  designation  as  wilderness.  DEIS  at  4-191  Once  again,  this  position 
intentionally  misstates  what  is  set  out  in  the  BLM  documents.  For  example,  the  1991 
~|  Idaho  Wilderness  Study  Report  notes  only  that  the  Air  Force  was  preparing  training 
activity  expansion  plans  and  that  in  the  Air  Force  EIS,  “the  impact  of  the  proposed  range 
expansion  and  associated  increased  flight  activities  on  wilderness  values  will  be 
analyzed."  id.  at  8.  Thus,  there  is  no  “precedent”  in  this  BLM  study  report,  only  an 
acknowledgment  that  the  later  Air  Force  EIS  should  evaluate  the  WSA  impacts  of  the 
Air  Force  proposals.  Instead  of  providing  this  required  evaluation,  the  Air  Force  simply 
tries  to  pass  the  buck  back  to  the  earlier  BLM  study  reports.  But  those  reports  never 
evaluated  the  WSA  impacts  of  the  currently  proposed  Air  Foret  actions.  Thus,  the  Air 
Force  s  superficial  discussion  is  nothing  more  than  bureaucratic  fingerpointing  that,  as  a 
result,  never  makes  the  required  WSA  impact  analysis.  This  serious  flaw  requires  the 
ETI  DEIS  to  be  withdrawn  for  further  evaluation  and  recirculated  if  both  agencies’ 

NEPA  and  FLPMA  obligations  are  to  be  satisfied. 


Appendix  N  of  the  ETI  DEIS  confirms  that  the  Air  Force's  use  of  the  term  “sortie”  in 
that  document  refers  “exclusively  to  the  flight  of  a  single  aircrafl  from  takeoff  through 
landing. "  Id  it  n-3.  The  Air  Force  provides  no  explanation  for  how  the  365  MOA 
training  missions  baseline  of  the  pre-composite  wing  overflight  use  of  the  Idaho  WSAs 
equate*  to  an  average  of  7,000  sorties. 
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Also,  in  the  Air  Force’*  previcu*  evaluation  of  the  impact  of  overflight*  on 
recreation  area*  in  the  1950  Realignment  of  Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base  ar.d 
Proposed  Expanded  Range  Capability  DEIS,  the  Air  Force  concluded  that  aircraft 
overflight*  of  primitive  recreation  area*  were  a  potentially  significant  environmental 
impact.  Set  1990  Realignment  DEIS  at  E*!2  (Exhibit  3. A  ).  Considering  the  overall 
similarity  between  the  overflight  activities  evaluated  in  that  1990  DEIS  and  the  current 
^  DEIS,  the  Air  Force  has  failed  to  explain  why  the  overflight  impacts  previously 

considered  to  be  potentially  signif.cant  are  now  evaluated  a  i  not  significant  Such  an 
explanation  is  required  in  order  to  demonstrate  that  the  Air  Force  has  taken  the  “required 
hard  look*  at  the  environmental  impacts  ofits  proposed  actions. 

The  current  DEIS  also  takes  a  single  factor  approach  to  evaluating  wilderness 
LU*19  *,udy  ,re*  impacts  that  is  inconsistent  with  the  multiple  purposes  of  wilderness 
preservation  outlined  in  the  Wilderness  Act  and  incorporated  into  FLPMA.  Stt 
43  U.S  C.  |  I  782;  16  U  S  C.  §  1 13  1,  et  seq  For  instance,  the  DEIS  fails  to  specifically 
-evaluate  the  potential  efTec'ts  on  wildlife  from  the  proposal  as  it  relates  to  the  wilderness 
and  WSA  values  in  the  special  use  areas  considered  in  the  DEIS  This  evaluation  is 
crucial  to  considering  environmental  impacts  on  these  WSAs  since  the  presence  and 
abundance  of  wildlife  can  be  an  important  attribute  of  these  and  other  roadless  areas 
Set  California  v.  Block ,  690  F.2d  at  763  (wilderness  values  include  wildlife  type  and 
quantity  in  a  particular  area)  Instead,  the  present  DEIS  evaluates  potential  WSA 
impacts  only  with  regard  to  recreation  impacts  and  without  adequately  considering 
wildlife  and  plant  life  impacts  from  the  proposed  training  range  operations  Further,  the 
WSA  impacts  analysis  fails  to  consider  the  potential  conflict*  imposed  by  the  use  of  lands 


adjacent  to  the  WSA  in  a  manner  that  is  inconsistent  with  the  wilderness  characteristics 
and  resources  managed  for  within  the  WSAs 

Such  an  inquiry  and  evaluation  is  important  from  the  recreation  management 
perspective,14  and  to  satisfy  the  interdisciplinary  approach  required  by  NEPA.  42  U.S.C. 
|  4332(A),  40  C  F.R.  §  1501.2(a)  Overall,  these  flaws  in  the  DEIS  analysis  of  the 
impacts  on  WSAs  and  other  primitive  areas  lead  the  Air  Force  to  understate  the  potential 
environmental  effects  ofits  proposals  on  these  lands 


The  proposed  actions  would  take  place  over  and  within  the  Owyhee  River 
Bighorn  Sheep  Habitat  ACEC  and  the  Bruneau/Jarbidge  River  Bighorn  Sheep  Habitat 
ACEC,  among  other  areas  DEIS  at  3*230.  Under  FLPMA,  ACECs  are  “areas  within 
the  public  lands  where  special  management  attention  is  required  ...  to  protect  and 
prevent  irreparable  damage  to  important  historic,  cultural,  or  scenic  values,  fish  and 
wildlife  resources,  or  other  natural  systems  or  process."  43  U.S.C.  $  1702(a);  stt  also 
43  C  F.R  $  I60l.0-5(a)  The  BLM’s  designation  of  an  area  as  an  ACEC  meins  that  it 
contains  “significant  historic,  cultural,  or  scenic  values;  (or]  a  fish  or  wildlife  resource  or 
other  natural  system  or  process,"  and  “qualities  of  more  than  local  significance  and 
special  worth,  consequence,  meaning,  distinctiveness,  or  cause  for  concern."  43  C  F.R 


USDa  Service.  The  R«n»im.P8BPni;niiY  Spectrum:  AJEoipgwflik  for 
Planning.  Management  and  Research.  General  Technical  Report  TNW-98  (December 
1979J  (problems  posed  by  inconsistencies  in  management  of  adjacent  lands  and  impact  on 
recreational  opportunities). 


In  this  instance,  the  ACECs  at  issue  were  designated  to  provide  special 
management  attention  to  protect  and  prevent  irreparable  damage  to  the  important 
wildlife  resource  of  the  California  bighorn  sheep  and  their  habitat  In  the  ETI  DEIS,  the 
agencies  did  not  properly  consider  the  potential  impact*  of  the  proposed  actions  in 
conjunction  with  other  past,  present,  ar.d  ongoing  wildlife  stresses  and  military  training 
activities  occurring  over  and  on  these  ACECs,  and  how  those  impacts  would  affect  the 
special  values  for  which  the  ACEC*  were  designated  or  might  require  further 
management  attention  to  prevent  irreparable  damage  to  that  wildlife  resource.  Stt  DEIS 


Once  again,  the  DEIS  only  makes  generic  reference  to  the  purposes  of  ACECs  and 
it  never  properly  considers  whether  significant  adverse  impacts  may  occur  to  this  wildlife 
resource  as  a  result  of  the  particular  proposed  action  or  from  a  result  of  the  proposed 
action  when  considered  together  with  the  cumulative  impacts  of  other  actions  in  the  same 
ACECs.  Significantly,  the  DEIS  analysis  fails  to  consider  in  the  ACEC  context  the 
potential  impacts  to  the  bighorn  sheep  in  the  ACECs.  i.e  the  specific  wildlife  resource 
for  which  these  areas  were  designated  Stt  Id. 

Given  the  Air  Force's  NEPA  duties  here,  and  the  BLM*s  special  obligation  and 
authority  to  manage  for  both  the  wildlife  resource  and  wildlife  habitat,  it  is  impermissible 
for  the  agencies  to  dismiss  an  evaluation  of  potential  impacts  on  the  ACECs  by  focusing 
only  on  a  lack  of  surface  habitat  disturbance  (which  assertion  itself  is  unfounded  given 
the  ordnance  deployment  that  will  occur  over  these  areas)  and  not  considering  the 
potential  impacts  directly  to  the  wildlife  resource  itself  Stt  43  U  S  C.  §  1702(c) 
("multiple  use”  means  the  management  of  the  public  lands  for  resource  uses  including 


“wildlife  and  fish"),  43  U  S  C.  5  1732(a)  (Secretary  of  Interior  shill  manage  public  lands 
under  principles  of  multiple  use);  43  C.F.R.  $  24.3(a)  (Department  of  Interior  has 
jurisdiction  to  manage  fish  and  wildlife  resources  on  federal  lands).  In  short,  the  Air 
Force  and  BLM  cannot  adequately  evaluate  the  potential  impact  to  the  ACEC  resources, 
oor  the  need  for  whether  additional  special  management  measures  are  needed  to  regulate 
the  proposed  use.  when  the  agencies  failed  to  consider  relevant  environmental  factors 
Those  factors  are  the  impacts  to  the  bighorn  sheep  population  itself  from  the  proposed 
activity  and  from  the  proposed  activity  considered  in  combination  with  other  military 
training  activities  recently  approved,  ongoing,  or  planned  to  occur  over.  in.  and  upon  the 


Under  FLPMA  ar.d  NEPA  and  in  its  role  as  a  cooperating  agency,  the  BLM  is 
responsible  for  ensuring  the  professional  integrity,  including  the  scientific  integrity,  of 
the  discussions  and  analyses  in  the  DEIS  Stt  40  C.F.R.  5  1  502 .24;  id.  §  1506.5(a).  (b); 
County  of  Suffolk  v.  Secretary  of  Interior,  562  F.2d  1368,  1385  (2d  Cir.  1977)  (primary 
and  nondelegable  responsibility  for  providing  environmental  analysis  lies  with  the 
agency)  Thus,  the  BLM  cannot  simply  defer  to  the  Air  Force  or  IDFG  for  an  evaluation 
of  the  direct  and  cumulative  impacts  of  the  proposed  activity  on  wildlife,  WSA,  or  ACEC 
"7esources,  Moreover,  the  record  here  does  not  provide  BLM'*  independent  evaluation 
of  the  likely  range  of  impacts  of  the  proposed  action,  especially  in  light  of  the  high 
likelihood  of  stress,  disturbance,  and  cumulative  effect  on  wildlife  and  W‘SA  resources  as 
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As  a  legal  matter,  BLM  cannot  assert  that  it  is  only  required  to  manage  or 
evaluate  impacts  to  bighorn  sheep  habitat,  and  not  address  directly  management  or 
impacts  to  the  wildlife  species  itself.  The  Bureau  of  Lind  Management  has  the  authority 
and  responsibility  to  manage  for  wildlife  as  well  as  its  habitat  on  lands  under  its 
jurisdiction.  The  Supreme  Court  has  concluded  that  the  United  States  can  assert 
management  powers  over  wildlife  on  federal  lands.  Kleppe  v.  New  Mexico,  426  U.S.  529 
(1976).  "In  our  view,  the  ‘complete  power*  that  Congress  his  over  public  lands 
necessarily  includes  the  power  to  regulate  and  protect  the  wildlife  living  there.”  Id.  at 
540-41.  This  power  is  based  on  the  Property  Clause  and  Commerce  Clause  of  the 
federal  Constitution.  See  43  C.F.R.  §  24.3(a). 

Congress  explicitly  recognized  BLM’s  authority  and  responsibility  to  manage 

wildlife  in  the  adoption  FLPMA.  According  to  that  statute,  BLM  must  manage  its  lands 

for  multiple  use,  defined  as  the  production  and  stewardship  of: 

a  combination  of  balanced  and  diverse  resource  uses  that 
takes  into  account  the  long-term  needs  of  future  generations 
for  renewable  and  non-renewable  resources,  including,  but 
not  limited  to,  recreation,  range,  timber  minerals,  watershed, 
wildlife  and  fish,  and  natural  scenic,  scientific  and  historical 
values. 

FLPMA  §  103(c),  43  U.S.C.  §  1702)c)  (emphasis  added);  see  also  Multiple-Use 
Sustained- Yield  Act,  16  U.S.C.  §  528-531.  Note  that  the  statute  does  not  mandate 
management  of  “wildlife  habitat,”  but  of  "wildlife.” 

The  Wilderness  Act  also  requires  BLM  to  protect  and  manage  wilderness  values, 
including  wildlife.  Agencies  have  often  proposed,  and  Congress  often  approved, 
designation  of  wilderness  areas  in  large  part  because  of  wildlife  values.  Native  fish  and 


OCJLiO  i 

wildlife  are  important  components  of  wilderness.  They  are  interdependent  with 
biophysical  features  of  the  wilderness  landscape  -  features  such  as  soils,  water,  geology, 
and  plants.  Wildlife  is  obviously  among  the  "conservation”  purposes  for  which 
wilderness  is  to  be  managed.  16  U.S.C.  §  1 133(b). 

BLM's  Interim  Management  Policy  (IMP)  for  lands  under  wilderness  review - 
which  applies  to  the  Wilderness  Study  Areas  at  issue  in  this  case  -  shows  that  BLM 
recognizes  wildlife  as  an  important  attribute  of  wilderness.  "Enhancing  wilderness  values 
. . .  means  that  a  natural  distribution,  number,  and  interaction  of  indigenous  species  will 
be  sought;  natural  processes  will  be  allowed  to  occur  as  much  as  possible;  and,  wildlife 
species  should  be  allowed  to  maintain  a  natural  balance  with  their  habitat  and  with  each 
other.”  IMP.  H-8550-1,  Ch.  3,  §  G(4),  page  44  (July  5,  1995).  See  also  id.  ("the 
existence  of  a  native  species  may  enhance  wilderness  values”). 

The  Interim  Management  Policy  also  states  that  the  agency  shall  cooperate  with 

state  wildlife  departments,  not  that  BLM  shall  abdicate  Its  authority. 

The  BLM  will  continue  to  cooperate  with  State  wildlife 
agencies  in  the  management  of  resident  wildlife  species  in 
accordance  with  established  policies  and  procedures. 

IMP,  H-8550-1,  Ch.  3.  §  G(l),  page  43  (July  5,  1995). 

In  addition,  the  issue  of  whether  BLM  has  authority  to  manage  wildlife  is 
irrelevant  to  whether  the  agency  must  independently  review  the  impacts  of  agency  action 
on  wildlife.  NEPA  requires  that  federal  agencies  disclose  "the  environmental  impacts  of 
the  proposed  action.”  42  U.S.C.  §  4332(2)(C)(i);  see  also  40  C.F.R.  1508.8(b) 

(definition  of  “effects”  which  must  be  analyzed  includes  "ecological  (such  as  the  effects 
on  natural  resources  and  on  the  components,  structures,  and  functioning  of  affected 
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ecosystems).”  It  is  irrefutable  that  impacts  to  wildlife  -  as  distinct  from  impacts  on 
habitat  -  are  environmental  impacts.  See,  e.g.,  Progressive  Animal  Welfare  Soc’y  v. 
Department  of  the  Navy,  725  F.  Supp.  475  (W.D.  Wash.  1989)  (NEPA  review  of  project 
to  capture  live  dolphins  must  assess  potential  impacts  to  the  captive  dolphins 


The  DEIS  notes  thi:  development  of  the  range  proposal  may  impact  wetlands 
DEIS  at  4-92  to  4-93;  E-13  to  E-15.  These  wetland  impacts  are  of  great  concern  here 


since  very  few  "wetlands  are  found  within  the  high  desert  of  Owyhee  County."  DEIS  at 
E-6.  "Because  wetlands  are  so  rare,  they  are  a  critical  resource  for  the  survival  of  many 


Federal  courts  have  repeatedly  held  that  multiple-use  agencies  have  a 
responsibility  to  determine  the  impacts  of  their  actions  on  wildlife  species.  In 
Foundation  for  North  American  Wild  Sheep  v.  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture,  681  F.2d 
1172  (9th  Cir.  1982),  the  Ninth  Circuit  struck  down  the  Forest  Service’s  failure  to 
consider  adequately  the  impacts  of  road  construction  on  a  herd  of  wild  sheep.  The  court 
held  that  this  failure  was  a  violation  of  NEPA.  The  Ninth  Circuit  based  its  decision  not 
upon  the  disturbance  of  wildlife  habitat,  but  on  the  potential  impact  on  the  wild  sheep 
herd  itself,  exactly  the  question  at  issue  here. 

Accordingly,  because  the  BLM  does  possess  the  authority  and  responsibility  to 
conserve  the  wildlife  species  on  the  public  lands  (especially  those  is  WSAs  and  ACECs), 
the  lack  of  an  independent  BLM  review  of  the  potential  wildtife  impacts  here  is 
predicated  on  a  clear  error  oflaw  where  the  agency  failed  to  acknowledge  this 
BI-68  responsibility  and  failed  to  properly  evaluate  the  direct  and  cumulative  impacts  of  the 

proposed  action  on  wildlife,  W$A,  and  ACEC  resources.  The  ETI  DEIS  therefore  must 
be  withdrawn  and  reissued  for  appropriate  consideration  of  these  impacts  in  light  of 
BLM’s  authority  and  responsibility  to  manage  and  conserve  public  land,  WSA,  and 
ACEC  wildlife  resources. 


wildlife  species  and  represent  a  unique  biotic  ecosystem  . 


Id.  Reduction  of  these 


wetlands  could  cause  a  reduction  of  species  dependent  on  them.  The  DEIS 
acknowledges  that  Section  404  of  the  Clean  Water  Act  is  the  primary  legal  authority 
controlling  wetland  regulation.  DEIS  at  1-5.  However,  neither  the  DEIS  analysis  nor 
the  appendices  satisfies  the  analytical  and  evaluative  requirements  of  Section  404. 

At  a  minimum,  the  wetlands  analysis  must  demonstrate  whether  the  proposed  fills 
will  comply  with  the  Section  404(b)  guidelines  promulgated  by  EPA  pursuant  to  the 
Clean  Water  Act.  33  U  $.C.  §  1344(b);  40  C.F.R.  pt  230.  These  guidelines  prohibit  a 
regulated  discharge  that  "will  cause  or  contribute  to  significant  degradation  of  the  waters 
of  the  United  States  ”  40  C.F.R.  §  230.10(c)  Additionally,  no  wetland  discharge  or 
alteration  is  allowed  under  Section  404  "if  there  is  a  practicable  alternative  to  the 
proposed  discharge  which  would  have  less  adverse  impact  on  the  aquatic  ecosystem  ” 

Id.  §  230.10(a).  Importantly,  "all  practicable  alternatives  to  the  proposed  discharge 
which  do  not  involve  a  discharge  into  a  special  aquatic  site  are  presumed  to  have  less 
adverse  impact  on  the  aquatic  ecosystem,  unless  clearly  demonstrated  otherwise  "  1J. 


In  this  case,  wetlands  are  included  as  "special  aquatic  sites”  under  the  applicable 
regulations.  Id.  However,  the  Air  Force  has  failed  to  consider  or  evaluate  whether 
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practicable  alternatives  to  the  wetland  fills  proposed  in  the  DEIS  exist.  Considering  the 

those  impacted  Additionally,  the  Section  404  mitigation  policy  exhibits  a  preference  for 

high  value  of  the  wetland  resources  in  this  area,  and  the  nonwiter-dependent  nature  of 

wetland  compensation  in  the  same  watershed  or  genera!  area  as  the  affected  wetland. 

BI-37 

the  proposed  activity  (an  Air  Force  bombing  range  and  associated  target  development),  it 

Given  the  scarcity  of  wetland  resources  in  the  Owyhee  plateau  country,  the  DEIS  fails  to 

is  difficult  to  conceive  how  there  cannot  be  other  practicable  alternatives  that  do  not 

explain  how  this  like-kind  mitigation  may  be  obtained. 

involve  the  wetlands  impacts  outlined  in  the  DEIS. 

Overall,  the  icope  of  the  wetland  impact  requirements  not  considered  in  the  DEIS 

Next,  the  Section  404  guidelines  require  that  "appropriate  and  practicable  steps” 

conclusively  demonstrates  that  it  is  inadequate  to  establish  the  Air  Force'#  compliance 

be  taken  to  minimize  potential  adverse  impacts  on  the  aquatic  ecosystem,  including 

with  Section  404  requirement#.  Moreover,  the  Air  Force  cannot  delay  this  consideration 

wetlands.  40  C.F.R.  $  220.10(d).  Wetland  mitigation  efforts  ire  addressed  by  a 

of  Section  404  issues  to  a  later  environmental  analysis  since  the  wetland  fills  are  pan  of 

Memorandum  of  Agreement  between  EPA  and  the  Army  Corp  of  Engineers  which 

the  currently  proposed  action.  Thus,  the  failure  to  consider  the  Section  404  factors  here 

provides  that  project  proponents  must  sequence  their  mitigation  efTorls  to  avoid  wetland 

violates  the  connected  actions  analysis  requirements  of  NEPA,  as  well  as  the  Clean 

impacts  to  the  maximum  extent  practicable,  minimize  unavoidable  wetland  impacts  to  the 

Water  Act  Section  404  regulatory  requirements.  See,  eg.,  To»n  of  Huntington  v. 

extent  appropriate,  and,  as  a  last  resort,  compensate  for  otherwise  unavoidable  impacts 

Marsh,  859  F  2d  1134  (2nd  Cir.  1988)  cert,  denied,  495  U  S  1004  (1990);  Morgan  v. 

B 1-25 

See  55  Fed.  Reg.  9210,  9212-13  (March  12,  1990).  Here,  the  DEIS  fails  to  include  any 

Welter,  721  F.  Supp  1483,  1493  (D  Idaho  1989)  (connected  actions  including 

discussion  of  wetland  mitigation  to  compensate  for  the  proposed  wetland  losses. 

Section  404  permit  must  be  considered  together  in  a  single  EIS). 

Also,  the  DEIS  fails  to  identify  the  unique  functions  and  values  of  the  affected 

-Iv  Ihc  DEIS  Fails  To  Consider  the  Full  Scone  of  Connected  Actions. 

wetlands.  Although  the  DEIS  provides  standard  wetland  classifications  for  each  of  the 

Because  the  Air  Force  justifies  its  current  training  range  proposal  based  on  the 

impacted  wetlands,  it  does  not  discuss  in  apecific  detail  what  wildlife  species,  for 

training  needs  of  the  composite  wing,  the  scope  of  the  environmental  analysis  must  be 

instance,  may  depend  on  each  wetland,  nor  does  it  provide  the  type  of  site-specific 

DP-44 

expanded  to  include  an  evaluation  of  the  environmental  impacts  of  those  actions  as  well 

BI-3 

resource  description  required  in  an  EIS.  See  California  v.  Block .  690  F.2d  at  763-64 

NEPA  does  not  allow  the  Air  Force  to  segment  its  environmental  decisionmaking  to 

Without  this  description  of  the  unique  functions  and  values  of  the  impacted  wetlands,  no 

consider  only  the  impacts  of  the  current  proposal  when  it  is  related  to,  flows  from,  or  has 

effective  mitigation  can  be  developed  or  evaluated  since  the  Section  404  mitigation 

cumulative  impacts  with  the  recent  proposals  evaluated  in  the  1992  AF  EIS  See 

policy  requires  no  net  loss  of  wetland  functions  and  values,  and  it  requires  that 

Concerned  About  Trident  v.  Rumsfeld.  555  F.2d  817,  827  (D  C  Cir.  1977)  ("It  is  the 

mitigation  efforts  be  based  on  replacement  of  similar  wetland  functions  and  values  to 

essence  and  thrust  of  NEPA  that  the  pertinent  statements  serve  to  gather  in  one  place  a 

68 
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discussion  of  the  relative  environmental  Impact  of  alternatives.)  (emphasis  added) 

(quoting  Natural  Resources  Defense  Council  v.  Morton,  458  F.2d  827,  834  (D.C.  Cir. 

1971)). 

Moreover,  the  Air  Force*#  ipproich  of  deferring  the  evaluation  of  environmental 
impacts  impermissibly  separates  the  consideration  of  connected  actions  in  two  different 
documents.  The  CEQ  regulations  require  that  connected  actions  must  be  considered 
together  in  a  single  EIS.  Thomas  v.  Peterson,  753  F.2d  754,  758  (9th  Cir.  1985);  40 
C.F.R.  $  1508.25(a)(1). 

Connected  actions  are  defined  under  the  regulations  as  actions  that; 

(i)  Automatically  trigger  other  actions  which  may  require 
environmental  impact  statements. 

(ii)  Cannot  or  will  not  proceed  unless  other  actions  are  taken 
previously  or  simultaneously, 

(iii)  Are  interdependent  parts  of  a  larger  action  and  depend 
on  the  larger  action  for  their  justification. 

40  C.F.R.  §  1508.25(a)(1). 

In  this  case,  based  on  the  Air  Force's  own  statements  in  the  DEIS,  the 
development  of  the  tactical  training  range  such  as  the  ETI  proposal  and  the  electronic 
training  range  with  thirty  threat  emitter  sites  is  sufficiently  and  intimately  connected  to 
the  composite  wing  realignment  that  a  full  discussion  of  all  the  environmental  impacts  of 
these  connected  actions  must  be  presented  in  one  FIS.  Under  the  CEQ  regulations,  the 
ETI  range  development  and  threat  emitter  installations  are  connected  actions  because 
these  actions  require  an  environmental  impact  statement  (the  current  DEIS)  and  the 
actions  were  triggered  by  the  establishment  of  the  composite  wing,  as  acknowledged  by 
the  Air  Force.  See  40  C.F.R.  §  1 50S.25(a)(l)(i).  Additionally,  the  development  of  the 
ETI  proposal  and  the  threat  emitter  sites  represents  "interdependent  parts  of  a  larger 

70 


action,"  the  larger  action  being  the  establishment  of  the  composite  w  ing  and  satisfying 
the  training  needs  related  to  the  establishment  of  that  unit  Id  $  1503  25(a)(!)(iii). 
Accordingly,  because  the  development  of  the  ETI  and  electronic  threat  emitter  range  is  a 
connected  action  to  the  1992  AF  EIS  proposals,  a  full  evaluation  of  the  environmental 
impacts  of  all  of  these  connected  actions  must  be  considered  in  a  single  EIS.  See 
Thomas  v.  Peterson,  753  F.2d  at  758-759. 

V.  Ihc  DEIS  Fills  to  Consider  the  Full  Score  of  Cumulative  Inaicti  for  the 

Erogoacti  Acticna 

The  ETI  DEIS  completely  fails  to  evaluate  the  full  scope  of  past,  present,  and 
reasonably  foreseeable  military  training  and  other  public  land  resource  management 
activities  occurring  in  the  same  area  and  affecting  the  sane  WSA,  ACEC,  and  special 

DP-7 

concern  wildlife  resources  as  the  ETI  proposed  actions  Under  the  applicable  NEPA 
regulations,  the  scope  of  an  environmental  document  includes  the  range  of  actions, 
alternatives,  and  impacts  to  be  considered  in  that  document  40  C  F.R  j  1  508  25.  The 
impacts  to  be  considered  include  those  that  ire  direct,  indirect,  and  cumulative.  Id 
5  15CS.  25(c) 

The  CEQ  regulations  require  the  discussion  of  cumulative  impacts  in 

environmental  impact  statements  See  40  C  F.R  $  1508  7;  Thomas  v.  Peterson,  753 

F.2d  754-75S  (5th  Cir.  19S5),  LaFIanme  v.  Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Comm'n,  852 

F  2d  39S,  402  (9th  Cir  19S5)  (individual  project  cannot  be  considered  in  isolation 

without  considering  the  net  impact  that  all  projects  in  an  area  may  have  on  the 

environment)  The  regulations  define  a  “cumulative  impact"  as- 

The  impact  on  the  environmental  which  results  from  the 
incremental  impact  of  the  action  when  added  to  other  past, 
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present,  and  reasonably  foreseeable  future  actions  regardless 
of  what  agency  (Federal  or  non-Federal)  or  person 
undertakes  such  other  actions.  Cumulative  impacts  can  result 
from  individually  minor  but  collectively  significant  actions 
taking  place  over  a  period  of  time. 

40  C.F.R.  §  1508.7. 

In  this  instance,  the  DEIS  contains  numerous  sections  in  the  individual  resource 
impact  analysis  entitled  “Cumulative  Impacts."  See,  e.g.,  DEIS  at  4-9,  4-34,  4.J0 
4-154,  4-200.  However,  these  DEIS  cumulative  impact  discussions  specifically  do  not 
include  any  consideration  of  the  environmental  impacts  attributable  to  the  past  federal 
actions  outlined  in  the  recent  1992  AF  EIS  proposals.  See  DEIS  at  1-47,  1-48  (issues 
beyond  the  scope  of  this  environmental  impact  statement).  This  failure  to  consider  and 
evaluate  the  cumulative  impact  of  recent  federal  actions  in  the  same  geographic  area  is 
entirely  inconsistent  with  NEPA’s  cumulative  impact  assessment  requirement.  Clearly, 
the  recent  1992  AF  EIS  actions  qualify  as  “past"  actions  that  may  result  in  cumulative 
impacts.  See  40  C.F.R.  §  1508.7.  Indeed,  this  conclusion  cannot  be  denied  by  the  Air 
Force  since  its  own  1992  AF  EIS  acknowledges  several  significant  cumulative  impacts 
that  would  occur  from  development  of  a  proposed  tactical  training  range  together  with 
those  1992  proposal,.  See.  e.g.,  AF  EIS  vol.  I.  2-34,  2-35;  «e  also  id  a,  Section  2.5 
and  table  2.5-1  (acknowledging  several  cumulative  impacts  arising  from  interaction  of 
range  development  proposal  and  other  1992  AF  EIS  actions). 

Pespite  this  Air  Force  acknowledgment,  the  present  DEIS  does  not  properly 
consider  or  identify  the  cumulative  impacts  of  these  recent  past  action,  together  with  the 
proposed  and  reasonably  foreseeable  actions  in  the  same  EIS  as  required  by  the  CEQ 
regulations  and  applicable  case  law.  By  doing  ,0,  the  Air  Force  has  thwarted  the  full 


disclosure  and  informed  decisionmaking  purposes  of  NEPA,  and  has  consciously 
understated  the  potential  environmental  impact  of  its  proposals.  The  other  past 
cumulative  actions  that  must  be  considered  in  the  cumulative  impacts  analysis  in  the 
DEIS  include  supersonic  overflight,  increased  composite  wing  training  sorties,  increased 
noise  levels,  and  increased  chaff  and  flare  use  over  the  baseline  existing  prior  to  the 
implementation  of  the  1992  AF  EIS  actions. 

Several  important  cases  elaborate  on  the  cumulative  impact  analysis  required  by 
the  CEQ  regulations.  First,  in  1987  the  Court  of  Appeals  for  the  Ninth  Circuit  stated 
that  40  C.F.R.  §  1508.7  requires  that  the  agency  "consider  cumulative  impacts  of  the 
proposed  actions  which  supplement  or  aggravate  the  impacts  of  past,  present,  and 
reasonably  foreseeable  actions."  Oregon  Natural  Resources  Council  v.  Marsh,  832  F.2d 
1489,  1497-98  (9th  Cir.  1987),  rev'd on  other  grounds,  109  S.  Ct.  1851  (1989);  see 
Terence  L.  Thatcher,  Understanding  Interdependence  in  the  Natural  Environment:  Some 
Thoughts  on  Cumulative  Impact  Assessment  Under  the  National  Environmental  Policy 
Act,  20  Envtl.  L  611,  624-625  (1990). 

Second,  the  Fifth  Circuit  addressed  the  issue  by  stating  a  five  element  standard  for 
what  constitutes  a  “meaningful  cumulative-effects  study."  Fritio/son  v.  Alexander ,  772 
F.2d  1225,  1245  (5th  Cir.  1985).  The  Ninth  Circuit  adopted  this  five  element  standard  in 
1996.  City  of  CarmeUBy-The-Sea  v.  U.S.  Dept.  ofTransp.,  95  F.3d  892,  902  (9th  Cir. 
1996).  The  standard  requires  the  EIS  to  identify: 

(1)  the  area  in  which  effects  of  the  proposed  project  will 
be  felt; 

(2)  the  impacts  that  are  expected  in  the  area  from  the 
proposed  project; 
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(3)  other  actions— past,  proposed,  and  reasonably 
foreseeable— that  have  had  or  are  expected  to  have  impacts 
in  the  same  area; 

(4)  (he  impacts  or  expected  impacts  from  these  other 
actions;  and 

(5)  the  overall  impact  that  can  be  expected  if  the 
individual  impacts  are  allowed  to  accumulate. 

City  of  Carmel-By- The-Sea,  95  F.3d  at  902.  The  standard  requires  that  “probable 

impacts  be  identified  and  considered."  Fritiofson ,  772  F.2d  at  1245  n.15. 

The  DEI  DEIS  contains  only  a  conclusory  cumulative  impact  analysis.  In 
addressing  cumulative  impacts,  the  EIS  separates  the  discussion  into  three  elements:  (1) 
an  express  dismissal  of  the  need  to  analyze  cumulative  impacts  of  related  yet  past 
actions;  (2)  an  identification  of  the  reasonably  foreseeable  future  actions;  and  (3) 
consideration  of  the  cumulative  effects  of  various  environmental  benchmark,.  DEIS  at 
2-92  to  2-95 

The  DEIS  states  that  pas:  and  present  actions  are  considered  as  the  baseline 
condition  for  examining  the  ETI  proposal.  DEIS  at  2-92.  The  Air  Force  identifies  three 
past  actions  that  are  considered  part  of  the  ETI  baseline  condition:  (I)  conversion  of 
aircraft  types  at  Gowen  Field;  (2)  B-1B  bomber  squadron  relocation  to  Mountain  Home 
AFB,  and  (3)  realignment  of  military  aircraft  training  routes  in  northern  Nevada.  After 
several  sentences  describing  each  past  action  in  the  broadest  terms,  the  DEIS  concludes 
that  "(t)hese  cumulative  impacts  are  included  as  a  baseline  condition  for  the  ETI 
proposal,  since  implementation  of  the  (action)  ...  has  already  occurred.”  DEIS  at  2-92 
to  2-93.  Thus,  the  Air  Force  improperly  begins  its  cumulative  impact  analysis  by 
dismissing  any  analysis  of  past  actions. 
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Next,  DEIS  section  2.6.2  identifies  four  reasonably  foreseeable  future  actions:  (1) 
a  communication  tower  at  Blue  Butte;  (2)  a  transfer  of  administrative  responsibility  for  a 
combat  mission  control  center;  (3)  installation  of  two  wind  turbines  at  the  Grasmere 
electronic  combat  site;  and  (3)  the  location  of  an  Air  Force  BATTLELAB  at  Mountain 
Home  Air  Force  Base.  EIS  at  2-94,  95.  Each  future  action  is  described  with  a  few 
sentences,  such  as  the  anticipated  construction,  the  acreage  affected,  and  the  number  of 
personnel  involved.  Id. 

Finally,  the  DEIS  considers  the  cumulative  impacts  of  other  actions  on  various 
environmental  and  socioeconomic  value,.  These  values  include  airspace  use  and 
management,  noise,  safety,  hazardous  materials  and  solid  waste,  earth  resources,  water 
resources,  air  quality,  biological  resources,  cultural  resources,  land  use  and 
transportation,  recreation  and  visual  resources,  and  socioeconomics.  EIS  at  4-9,  4-34. 

4-50.  4-56.  4-64,  4-71,  4-82,  4-154,  4-185,  4-200,  4-231,  4-247.  For  each  category, 
only  the  reasonably  foreseeable  actions  listed  in  section  2.6.2  are  discussed. 

-Additionally,  the  discussion  is  limited  to  one  paragraph  in  seven  of  the  twelve  categories, 
with  the  remaining  discussions  less  than  a  page  in  length  This  level  of  attention  to 
cumulative  impacts,  out  of  an  EIS  containing  well  over  700  pages,  not  including 
appendices,  is  strikingly  short  of  the  requirement  for  an  analytic  evaluation  of  cumulative 
impacts. 

The  EIS  fails  to  meet  the  regulatory  requirements  and  the  standard  expressed  by 
the  Ninth  Circuit  regarding  cumulative  impact  analysis.  It  fails  for  two  reasons.  First, 
the  depth  of  discussion  is  shallow.  The  discussion  of  cumulative  impacts  must 
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demonstrate  an  analytical  approach  and  identify  and  consider  the  impacts.  Instead,  the 
DEIS  only  briefly  mentions  and  then  dismisses  any  potential  cumulative  effects. 

—  Second,  the  DEIS  arbitrarily  limits  itself  to  cumulative  impacts  from  reasonably 
foreseeable  actions.  The  regulations  clearly  state  that  an  EIS  must  consider  past  and 
present  actions,  yet  the  Air  Force  expressly  limited  the  review  to  future  actions.  Past 
actions  are  relegated  to  the  baseline  condition  upon  which  the  ETI  proposal  rests.  This 
is  not  allowed  by  the  CEQ  regulations.  The  choice  of  which  cumulative  actions  to 
evaluate  is  not  discretionary.  Past  actions  that  have  a  cumulative  affect  when  combined 
with  the  proposed  action  must  be  evaluated.  The  wholesale  increase  in  military  warplay 
operations  since  1992,  including  supersonic  overflight,  widespread  chaff  and  flare  use, 
and  more  intensive  overflights  and  mission  profiles  are  substantial  past  actions  that  must 
be  examined  together  with  the  proposed  actions  in  the  cumulative  impact  analysis. 

The  overall  tone  of  dismissal  calls  into  question  the  Air  Force’s  commitment  to 
fulfill  the  orders  of  the  district  court  in  Greater  Owyhee  Legal  Defense  v.  U.S.  Dept.  Of 
Defense ,  889  F.  Supp.  1295,  1312  (D  Idaho  1995).  In  1995,  the  district  court  found  the 
proposed  assignment  of  the  composite  air  wing  to  Mountain  Home  AFB  and  the 
development  of  tactical  training  assets  for  that  wing  to  be  cumulative  actions  Id.  The 
Air  Force  uses  the  fact  that  the  composite  wing  assignment  actually  occurred  to  bring  it 
out  of  the  realm  of  cumulative  impact  analysis  and  into  the  realm  of  the  baseline 
condition.  The  Ninth  Circuit  has  spoken  on  this  issue  and  stated  that  cumulative  impact 
analysis  is  not  limited  to  the-proposed  action,  but  includes  analysis  of  the  proposed 
action's  aggravation  of  past,  present,  and  future  actions.  Oregon  Satural  Resources 
CouncH,  832  F.2d  at  1497-98. 


The  ETI  DEIS  lacks  a  legally  adequate  consideration  of  cumulative  impacts.  The 
brief  DEIS  discussions  on  cumulative  impacts  are  vague  and  conclusory.  Thus,  the  ETI 
DEIS  fails  to  meet  the  requirements  of  NEPA  and  must  be  withdrawn  for  revision  of  the 
cumulative  impact  analysis  so  that  the  public  and  agency  decisionmakers  are  fully 
informed  of  the  complete  scope  of  environmental  impacts  from  the  proposed  actions. 
Despite  the  wide  range  of  potential  adverse  impacts  and  potential  cumulative  effects 
occurring  from  the  past,  ongoing,  and  planned  actions  in  the  proposed  action  area,  when 
considered  together  with  the  additional  stress  imposed  by  the  proposed  ETI  actions, 
these  adverse  cumulative  effects  are  not  properly  evaluated  in  the  ETI  DEIS.  Thus,  the 
agencies  have  failed  to  identify  and  carefully  review  a  relevant  area  of  environmental 
concern,  and  the  agency's  evaluation  is  not  reasonable  in  light  of  this  improper  analysis. 
Accordingly,  the  ETI  DEIS  must  be  withdrawn  or  a  proper  supplemental  DEIS  prepared 
to  fully  evaluate  the  environmental  impacts  of  the  proposed  actions. 


An  “important  ingredient  of  an  EIS  is  the  discussion  of  steps  that  can  be  taken  to 
mitigate  adverse  environmental  consequences  “  Robertson  v.  Methow  Valley  Citizens 
Council,  490  U  S.  332.  104  L.Ed.  351,  371  (1989).  NEPA  requires  a  “reasonably 
complete  discussion-  of  possible  mitigation  measures  Id.  “Without  such  discussion, 
neither  the  agency  nor  other  interested  groups  and  individuals  can  properly  evaluate  the 
severity  of  the  adverse  effects Id.  A  reasonably  complete  mitigation  discussion  helps 
guarantee  that  the  decisionmaking  agency  has  taken  a  “hard  look”  at  the  environmental 
consequences  of  the  proposed  action.  Id 
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The  CEQ  regulations  require  that  an  EIS  address  mitigation  measures  in 
evaluating  the  proposed  action,  alternatives  to  proposed  actions,  and  environmental 
consequences.  40  C.F.R.  §§  1502.14(f).  1502.16(h).  &  I508(25)(b).  Also,  the  Air 
Force  has  to  address  mitigation  measures  in  explaining  it*  decision  40  C.F.R. 

§  1505.2(c).  The  CEQ  regulations  define  mitigation  to  include: 

(a)  Avoiding  the  Impact  altogether  by  not  taking  a  certain 
action  or  parts  of  an  action. 

(b)  Minimizing  impacts  by  limiting  the  degree  or  magnitude 
of  the  action  and  its  implementation. 

(c)  Rectifying  the  impact  by  repairing,  rehabilitating,  or 
restoring  the  affected  environment 

(d)  Reducing  or  eliminating  the  impact  over  time  by 
preservation  and  maintenance  operations  during  the  life  of  the 
action. 

(e)  Compensating  for  the  impact  by  replacing  or  providing 
substitute  resources  or  environments. 

40  C.F.R.  §  1508.20 

The  superficial  treatment  of  mitigation  measures  in  the  DEIS  clearly  fall  short  of 
the  required  “reasonably  complete"  discussion  standard.  The  only  mitigation  measures 
presented  are  those  in  a  brief  summary  chart  on  pages  2-78  to  2-80  Significantly,  this 
chart  presents  only  “avoidance"  and  some  “minimization"  type  mitigation  measures 
Wholly  lacking  is  any  discussion  of  other  types  of  measures  that  could  be  used  to 
mitigate  the  environmental  impacts  remaining  following  minimization  and  avoidance 


The  DEIS  fails  to  explain  how  the  Air  Force  and  BLM  propose  to  protect  the 
bighorn  sheep  from  the  potential  impacts  outlined  in  previous  Air  Force  documents  in 
order  to  prevent  a  decline  in  the  bighorn’s  status. 


In  its  rush  to  evaluate  and  implement  the  proposed  action,  the  Air  Force 
acknowledges  in  the  DEIS  that  it  has  failed  to  complete  the  necessary  baseline  studies  to 
inventory  and  evaluate  potential  impacts  on  cultural  resources  in  the  training  range  area. 
DEIS  at  4-162  to  4-164.  How  can  the  Air  Force  satisfy  its  full  disclosure  requirement 
and  include  a  complete  discussion  of  mitigation  measures  when  it  does  not  even  know 
the  extent  of  the  resources  that  exist  in  the  affected  environment?  This  slipshod  and 
incomplete  analysis  is  entirely  inconsistent  with  NEPA’s  informed  decisionmaking 
purposes 

Nevertheless,  the  Air  Force  asserts  lhat  a  future  “Mitigation  Plan"  to  be 
developed  would  contain  measures  to  mitigate  the  disturbances  of  sensitive  cultural  sites, 
if  they  occur.  DEIS  at  4-163.  Again,  such  undefined  future  actions  do  not  satisfy  the 
requirement  for  a  reasonably  complete  discussion  or  mitigation  measures  to  be  taken  in 
the  DEIS.  Such  a  shortcoming  is  inexcusable  here  when  the  DEIS  further  notes  the 
general  sensitivity  of  the  area  and  indicates  that  ETI  development  could  adversely  affect 
as  many  as  547  National  Register  eligible  or  potentially  eligible  archeological  resources 
present  within  the  affected  areas  DEIS  at  4-167  Clearly,  more  complete  mitigation 
DP-31  measures  and  discussions  are  required  in  order  to  ascertain  the  true  potential  impact  on 
these  special  resources 
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There  is  no  discussion  of  potential  mitigation  measures  (such  as  flight  path 
nent  or  increases  in  minimum  altitudes)  for  recreation  impacts.  The  DEIS  analysis 
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should  discuss  mitigation  measures  based  on  the  full  scope  of  potential  mitigation  a 
described  in  the  CEQ  regulations.  40  C.F.R,  §  1503.20. 


As  discussed  above,  see  Section  HI. H. ,  any  discussion  of  mitigation  measures  for 
the  wetland  impacts  described  in  the  DEIS  is  entirely  lacking  and  therefore  atso  fails  to 
satisfy  the  required  reasonably  complete  discussion  standard  for  the  DEIS. 

E.  Summary. 

The  shortcomings  in  the  mitigation  analysis  identified  here  and  similar 
shortcomings  in  other  sections  of  the  DEIS  entirely  undermine  the  public  disclosure  and 
informed  decisionmaking  purposes  of  NEPA.  These  shortcomings  mandate  that  the 
DEIS  be  redrafted  to  contain  the  reasonably  complete  discussion  of  possible  mitigation 
measures  required  by  NEPA.  The  development  of  these  mitigation  measures  cannot  be 
deferred  until  later  land  use  plans  and  analyses  are  conducted.  NEPA  must  be  complied 
with  at  this  stage  of  the  proposed  action  if  decisionmakers  and  the  public  are  to  carefully 
consider  detailed  information  on  significant  environmental  impacts  at  the  time  the 
decision  on  the  Air  Force's  proposals  is  made. 


As  set  out  above,  the  Air  Force  and  cooperating  agencies  have  completely  failed 
to  comply  with  the  full  scope  of  their  NEPA  obligations  here.  The  myriad  flaws  in  the 
DEIS  noted  in  these  comments  have  undermined  NEPA’s  twin  goals  of  informed 
decisionmaking  and  informed  public  participation.  California  v.  Block,  690  F.2d  753, 
761  (9th  Cir.  1982).  Furthermore,  the  l^EIS  shortcomings  discussed  here  “are  not  mere 
legal  nitpicking,  but  go  to  the  heart  of  the  NEPA  process."  California  v.  Bergland,  483 
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F.  Supp.  465,  493  (E.D.  Cal.  1980),  aff'd  in  part  sub  nom.  California  v.  Block,  690  F.2d 
753  (9th  Cir.  1982).  Because  the  DEIS  has  failed  in  so  many  crucial  respects  to  comply 
with  the  NEPA  standards  for  EIS  preparation  and  analysis,  the  Air  Force  must  withdraw 
the  DEIS  and  prepare  a  new  DEIS  that  fully  responds  to  the  issues  raised  in  these 


That  the  proposed  dramatic  increases  in  military  war  exercise  activities  have 
created  great  public  outcry  and  concern  should  come  as  no  surprise  to  the  Air  Force.  In 
1967,  United  States  Supreme  Court  Justice  William  O.  Douglas  wrote  to  President 
Johnson  complaining  of  the  adverse  effect  of  sonic  booms  from  military  overflights  in  the 
wilderness  areas  around  Goose  Prairie,  Washington.  Said  Justice  Douglas,  “People  here 
are  up  in  arms;  and  many  lawsuits  will  follow.””  That  same  sentiment  holds  true  today 
Should  the  Air  Force  and  cooperating  agencies  persist  in  pursuing  their  ill-advised 


Respectfully  submitted  this  8th  day  of  September,  1997. 


Murray  D.  Feldman,  for  the 
Land  and  \yater  Fund  of  the  Rockies 

Suite  1400,  U.S.  Bank  Plaza 
101  South  Capitol  Boulevard 
Post  Office  Box  2527 
Boise,  Idaho  83701 
Telephone  (208)  342-5000 
Counsel  for  GOLD 


11  Melvin  I.  Urofsky  ed  ,  The  Douglas  Letters  at  250  (1987). 
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twhee  Canyonlands  Coalition 
P.O.  Box  653  -  Boise,  Idaho  83701 
203/343-8153 


DT:  9/5/97 
TO:  USAF/BLM 

FR:  The  Owyhee  Canyonlands  Coalition* 

RE:  The  BOMBING  RANGE  -  USAF  ETI  DEIS 


INTRODUCTORY  COMMENTS: 

The  member  groups  of  the  Owyhee  Canyonlands  Coalition  (OCC)  would  like  to 
thank  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  and  the  United  States  Air  Force  for  the 
opportunity  to  comment  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS)  regarding 
the  Enhanced  Triaing  in  Idaho  (ETI)  proposal. 

The  ETI  proposal  put  forth  by  the  USAF  pertaining  to  the  training  range  at  the 
Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base  (MHAB)  is  the  fourth  proposal  of  its  kind  to  be 
propounded  since  1989.  Each  of  the  previous  proposals  were  soundly  defeated  either  on  a 
legal  basis  or  through  citizen  opposition.  In  essence,  it  is  our  position  that  this  latest 
proposal  in  nothing  more  than  a  reiteration  of  past  proposals. 

Nothing  has  changed.  The  ETI  is  nothing  more  than  the  "same  gift  wrapped  in  a 
different  package.”  Millions  of  taxpayer  dollars  have  been  spent  in  studying,  scoping, 
preparing,  printing,  distributing,  and  holding  public  hearings  on  the  various  environmental 
impact  statements.  The  money  spent  on  these  (utile  efforts  to  expand  training  in  Idaho 
could  have  more  effectively  been  used  to  pay  the  minimal  fuel  costs  to  fly  to  existing 
nearby  training  ranges  in  Nevada  and  Utah. 

It  is  our  postition  that  existing  concerns  must  be  dealt  with  before  allowing  the  Air 
Force  to  introduce  a  whole  new  set  of  problems.  Even  the  so  called  “NO  ACTION 
ALTERNATIVE”  presents  a  quagmyer  of  new  and  different  problems.  The  use  of  the 
language  “no  action"  is  nothing  more  than  rhetoric  -  a  non-sequitur. 

The  most  disappointing  aspect  of  the  latest  proposal  is  that  the  Air  Force  and  the 
BLM  seem  to  have  learned  little  or  nothing  from  their  previous  experience.  The  ETI 
DEIS  is  hardly  worth  the  paper  its  printed  on.  It  is  jam  packed  with  misinformation  and 
wrought  with  deficiencies  the  following  are  just  a  few. 


The  DEIS  states  that  past  and  present  actions  are  considered  as  the  baseline 
condition  for  examining  the  ETI  proposal.  DEIS  at  2-92.  The  Air  Force  identifies  three 
past  actions  that  are  considered  part  cf  the  ETI  baseline  condition:  (l)  conversion  of 
aircraft  types  at  Gowen  Field;  (2)  B-1B  bomber  squadron  relocation  to  MHAFB,  and  (3) 
realignment  of  military  aircraft  training  routes  in  northern  Nevada.  After  several  sentences 
"describing  each  past  action  in  the  broadest  terns,  the  DEIS  concludes  that  “(tjhese 
cumulative  impacts  are  included  as  a  baseline  condition  for  the  ETI  proposal,  since 
implementation  of  the  [action] ...  has  already  occurred.”  DEIS  at  2-92,  -  93  Thus,  the 
Air  Force  begins  its  cumulative  impact  analysis  by  dismissing  any  analysis  of  past  actions 

Next,  DEIS  section  2.6.2  identifies  four  reasonably  foreseeable  future  actions:  (1) 
a  communication  tower  at  Blue  Butte;  (2)  a  transfer  of  administrative  responsibility  for  a 
combat  mission  control  center,  (3)  installation  of  two  wind  turbines  at  the  Grasmere 
electronic  combat  site;  and  (4)  the  location  of  an  Air  Force  BATTLELAB  at  MHAFB. 
DEIS  it  2-94,  95.  Each  future  action  is  described  with  few  sentences,  such  as  the 
anticipated  construction,  the  acreage  affected,  and  the  number  of  personnel  involved.  Ii, 

Finally,  the  DEIS  considers  the  cumulative  impacts  of  other  actions  on  various 
environmental  and  socioeconomic  values.  These  values  include  airspace  use  and 
management,  noise,  safety,  hazardous  materials  and  solid  waste,  earth  resources,  water 
resources,  air  quality,  biological  resources,  cultural  resources,  land  use  and  transportation, 
recreation  and  visual  resources.  DEIS  at  4-9,  34,  50,  56,  64,  71,  82,  154,  185, 

200,23 1,247.  For  each  category,  only  the  reasonably  foreseeable  actions  listed  in  section 
2.6.2  are  discussed.  Additionally,  the  discussion  is  limited  to  one  paragraph  in  seven  of 
the  twelve  categories,  with  the  remaining  discussions  less  than  a  page  in  length  This  level 
of  attention  to  cumulative  impacts,  out  of  a  DEIS  containing  well  over  700  pages,  not 
including  appendices,  is  insufficient  and  does  not  meet  the  requirement  for  an  analytical 
evaluation  of  cummulative  impacts. 

The  DEIS  fails  to  meet  the  regulatory  requirements  and  the  standard  expressed  by 
the  Ninth  Circuit  regarding  cummulative  impact  analysis.  It  fails  for  two  reasons  Fust, 
the  depth  of  discussion  is  shallow.  While  the  discussion  of  cumulative  impacts  is  not 
required  to  be  an  exhaustive  environmental  analysis,  it  must  nevertheless  demonstrate  an 
analytical  approach  The  approach  must  identify  and  consider  the  impacts,  not  briefly 
describe  and  dismiss  the  potential  cummulative  effects 

Second,  the  EIS  arbitrarily  limits  itself  to  cummulative  impacts  from  reasonably 
•foreseeable  actions.  The  regulations  clearly  state  that  an  EIS  must  consider  past  and 
present  actions,  yet  the  Air  Force  expressly  limited  the  review  to  future  actions  Past 
actions  are  regulated  to  the  baseline  condition  upon  which  the  ETI  proposal  rests  This  is 
not  allowed  by  the  CEQ  regulations.  The  choice  of  which  cumulative  actions  to  evaluate 
is  not  discretionary  Past  actions  that  have  cumulative  affect  when  combined  with  the 
proposed  action  must  be  evaluated.  The  relocation  of  a  composite  wing  to  the  area  is 
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L directly  related  to  the  purported  need  to  increase  the  size  of  the  training  range,  therefore 
it  must  be  examined  in  the  cumulative  impact  analysis. 

The  overall  tone  od  dismissal  calls  into  question  the  Air  Force's  commitment  to 
perform  a  comprehensive  Environmental  Assessment.  The  Air  Force  uses  the  fact  that  the 
composite  wing  assignment  actually  occurred  to  bring  it  out  of  the  realm  of  cummulative 
impact  analysis  and  into  the  realm  of  the  baseline  condition  The  Ninth  Circuit  has  spoken 
On  the  issue  and  stated  that  cummulative  impact  anilysis  is  not  limited  to  the  proposed 
action,  but  includes  analysis  of  the  proposed  action’s  aggravation  of  past,  present,  and 
future  actions.  Oregon  Natural  Resources  Council,  832  F.  2d  at  1497-98. 

The  ETI  DEIS  contains  no  effective  consideration  of  cumulative  impacts  The 
PR  22  brief discussions  0n  cumulative  impacts  are  vague  and  condusory.  Therefore,  it  would 

r  K-iZ  appear  that  the  Air  Force  has  failed  to  meet  its  obligations  under  NEPA  in  its  deficient 
preparation  of  the  ETI  DEIS. 


In  order  to  evaluate  the  NOISE  section  of  the  ETI  DEIS  it  is  necessiry  to  evaluate 
the  effect  noise  will  have  on  the  people,  wildlife,  and  economies  in  rural  and  wilderness 
areas  of  Idaho.  There  are  two  ways  to  determine  how  annoyed  people  are  by  aircraft 
noise: 

(1)  test  their  annoyance  with  the  actual  noise  they  will  experience  in  the  environment  in 
which  the  experience  will  occur  or 

[2J  use  twenty-year-old  surveys  on  reactions  to  a  different  kind  of  noise  by  unrelated 
groups  of  people  living  in  foreign,  urban  environments. 

The  United  States  Air  Force  (USAF)  has  chosen  to  pursue  the  second  course 
_As  a  result,  the  DEIS  for  ETI  has  the  following  major  deficiencies: 

A.  Failure  to  provide  a  satisfactory  rationale  for  the  proposed  action: 

The  Department  of  Defense  Inspector  General,  the  Deputy  Director  of  the  Air 
Force  for  Test,  Systems  Engineering,  and  Evaluation,  and  the  Air  Force  Deputy  Chief  of 
Staff,  Plans  and  Operations  all  found  or  claimed  that  the  expansion  planned  by  the  Air 
Force  is  either  not  adequately  justified  or  not  necessary.  However,  this  DEIS  provide  no 
_cost  benefit  analysis  for  the  decision  concerning  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho 

B.  Failure  to  test  against  the  true  "No- Action*  alternative: 

The  Air  Force  has  used  noise  levels  associated  with  the  Composite  Wing  as  the 
baseline  (No-Action  Alternative)  instead  of  the  true  No  Action  alternative  of  the  force 
structure  that  preceded  the  arrival  of  the  Composite  Wing. 

C.  Failure  to  adequately  consider  economic  impacts  from  proposed  activities: 

j£l)  Costs  arising  from  Enhanced  Training  are  shifted  from  the  residents  of  Elmore  County 
to  the  inhabitants  of  the  Duck  Valley  Reservation  and  Owyhee  County. 

(2)  Economic  benefit's  from  Enhanced  Training  are  narrowly  focused  on  Elmore  and  Ada 
Counties. 

(3)  Noise  of  the  kind  generated  by  the  proposed  activity  has  been  found  to  lower  the 
value  of  property  by  .5  to  1 .9%  of  the  market  value  per  decibel  of  acoustic  measurement 
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(4)  The  incorrect  No  Action  alternative  in  the  DEIS  cannot  be  evaluated  by  the 
information  presented  in  the  socioeconomic  section  of  the  DEIS  because  the  economic 
information  predates  the  activity  it  is  supposed  to  analyze  by  at  least  four  years. 

(5)  Losses  in  recreation  revenue  from  Composite  Wing  activity  already  translate  to  a 
"tax’  of  about  S3  5.00  on  each  citizen  of  Owyhee  County  or  a  "tax"  of  about  SI  00  on  each 

^family. 

__D.  Failure  to  adequately  consider  cumulative  impacts’ 

(1)  The  DEIS  limits  its  consideration  to  single  aircraft,  and  it  does  not  adequately  discuss 
the  cumulative  effects  of  noise  and  other  environmental  degradation  that  wtiuld  result 
_from  Composite  Wing  maneuvers 
_£.  Failure  to  properly  account  for  Aircraft  Noise: 

(1)  The  DEIS  uses  noise  figures  fer  MTRs  instead  of  the  higher  figures  for  MOAs  that 
account  for  the  maneuvering  that  takes  place  in  combat  training. 

The  Air  Force  is  urged  to  refer  to  the  documents  it  used  in  the  Peruftylvarja  National 
Guard  EIS  on  MOA  expansion  where  the  Air  Force  itself  showed  that  higher  noise  levels 
_jre  appropriate. 

(2)  The  noise  analysis  in  the  DEIS  is  based  on  a  mix  of  tram,  railroad,  road  and  aircraft 
noise  in  urban  communities-not  on  aircraft  noise  in  a  wilderness  environment.  Using 
either  the  Schultz  or  USAF  models  to  predict  nolse/amoyance  relationships  is  analogous 
to  claiming  that  someone  who  is  highly  annoyed  by  aircraft  noise  will  become  less  annoyed 
if  additional  noise  is  created  by  automobiles,  trains  or  trams. 

(3)  Schultz's  model  underestimates  the  percentage  of  people  who  are  annoyed  by  urban 
noise  in  the  50  to  75  dB  range  by  7  to  13  percent.  The  1991  study  by  FideU,  Barber  and 
Schultz  confirmed  that  the  Schultz  curve  consistently  and  substantially  underestimated 

_jnnoyance  with  aircraft  noise. 

(4)  The  USAF  model's  incorrect  curve  underestimates  the  number  of  people  annoyed  by 
urban  noise  in  the  40  to  70  dB  range  by  15  to  20  percent 

(5)  Noise/annoyance  estimates  in  the  DEIS  are  less  than  half  the  actual  percentage  of 
people  highly  annoyed  with  aircraft  noise. 

(6)  A  number  of  well  accepted  studies  and  court  decisions  over  the  last  20  years  show 
that  annoyance  with  aircraft  noise  is  about  twice  as  high  as  that  predicted  by  the  Air 
Force.  By  not  referring  to  any  of  these  studies,  the  Air  Force  and  its  contractors  have 
ignored  substantial  evidence  that  higher  levels  of  annoyance  exist  for  airenft.  This, 
violates  the  NEPA  and  raises  serious  questions  about  the  thoroughness  aivd  unbiasedness 

_0f  this  DEIS. 

(7)  A  model  based  on  aircraft  noise  only  shows  that  all  aircraft  the  Air  Force  proposes  to 
fly  in  the  DEIS  will  exceed  a  53  d3  annoyance  benchmark  at  all  altitudes  and  that  all  four 
alternatives  in  the  DEIS  exceed  this  level  for  cumulative  dB  at  50  percent  or  more  of  their 

^reference  points 

(8)  A  1992  Forest  Service  study  that  suggests  persons  in  wilderness  settings  are  at  least 
ten  times  more  sensitive  to  aircraft  noise  than  those  in  urban  settings.  The  Air  Force 
discussion  of  this  study  fails  to  mention  this  finding  and  iu  interpretation  of  the  data  in  the 

_jest  of  the  study  is  questionable  to  the  point  of  being  disingenuous. 

(9)  The  1996  Final  Report  on  Requirements  for  Analysis  for  Noise  by  the  USAF  Human 
Systems  Center,  Environmental  Planning  Directorate  at  Brooks  AFB,  TX  rates  clearly 
that  the  Air  Force  itself  is  well  aware  its  sound  studies  ire  inadequate  and  that  they  are  not 
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defensible.  It  states  that  "accurate  combined  annoyance  prediction  from  both  types  of 
operations  is  not  currently  available."  And  the  Air  Force  claims  that  new  and  refined 
methods  of  analysis  are  needed  to  ..ensure  Air  Force  actions  in  response  to  environmental 
issues  are  based  on  legally  defensible  analysis  methods  The  dosage-response 
relationship  on  which  the  Air  Force  currently  relies  for  predicting  the  annoyance  of 
exposure  to  sonic  booms... is  based  on  modest  amounts  of  information  about  repetitive 
and  expected  noise  exposures  In  residential  communities  The  applicability  of  this 
relationship  to  many  settings  of  practical  interest  to  the  Air  Force  has  never  been 
NO* 'I  demonstrated. 

(10)  The  1996  Final  Report  on  Requirement*  for  Analysij  for  Noise  by  the  USAF  Human 
Systems  Center,  Environmental  Planning  Directorate  at  Brooks  AFB,  TX  lists  on  page  19 
a  bibliography  of  fifteen  separate  documents  that  show  that  Air  Force  noise  studies  are 
inadequate  and  not  defensible  Only  one  of  the  these  documents,  the  1992  Forest  Service 
Study,  is  mentioned  in  the  DEIS.  These  documents  were  available  prior  to  October  31, 
1996,  to  the  same  individual  who  is  listed  as  the  point  of  contact  for  the  DEIS. 

Failure  to  include  these  documents  and  their  findings  in  the  DEIS  is  a  clear  violation  of  the 
NEPA. 


CHAFF  and  FLARES 

A  55%  increase  in  the  use  of  chaff  and  flares  (DEIS  p.  2-73)  is  totally 
unacceptable.  The  Air  Force's  own  findings  (Section  4.4  of  the  April  1997  Record  of 
Decision  on  the  Final  EIS  on  the  Alaska  Military  Operations  Areas  made  a  commitment  to 
■facilitate  and  encourage  the  continued  study  of  chaff  alternatives  and  biodegradable 
chaff")  indicate  concern  with  the  use  of  chaff  and  flares  The  earlier  DEIS  on  the  same 
proposal  also  found  that:  "The  National  Institute  for  Occupational  Safety  and  Health 
(NIOSH)  considers  crystalline  silica  (as  a  respirable  dust)  a  potential  human  carcinogen " 

[Two  other  DOD  reports:  the  January  1992  DEIS  for  the  Aircraft  Conversions  at 
the  103rd  Tactical  Fighter  Group,  Bradley  International  Airport,  Connecticut,  as  well  as 
for  the  Air  National  Guard  Readiness  Center,  Andrew’s  Air  Force  Base,  Maryland  conflict 
with  the  DEIS  claim  that  chaff  poses  no  known  risk  to  humans  and  animals  The  earlier 
DEIS  states,  "Wind  blown  particles  would  tend  to  concentrate  on  the  lee  side  ofwster 
bodies  where  nutrient  levels  are  higher.  Surface  feeding  wildlife,  such  as  ducks,  may 
consume  chaff  particles  on  the  surface  of  their  prima^r  vegetation  These  would  either 
pass  through  the  digestive  system  or  from  compacted  pellets  in  the  gizzard  " 

While  other  limited  studies  have  been  performed  on  the  human  health  and 
•  ecological  effects  of  chaff  -  including  at  the  University  of  Maryland  and  the  University  of 
Delaware  -  the  results  are  mixed,  and  some  are  not  directly  applicable  to  high  desert,  basin 
and  range  environments  found  in  the  western  U  S. 

The  Nevada  Division  of  Environmental  Protection  (DEP),  for  example, 
reviewed  Defense  Department  documentation  of  the  risks  associated  with  chaff  Although 
the  state's  investigation  "did  not  provide  the  Division  with  a  definitive  answ  er  as  to  the 
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environmental  effects  of  chaff  on  public  and  private  lands  in  Nevada,  the  DEP  identified 
two  primary  concerns: 

1) "The  first  concern  is  from  inhalable  paniculate  below  PM  10  which  may  occur 
from  the  decomposition  and  resuspension  of  fiber  particulate  by  mechanical 
means." 

2)  "The  Division's  second  concern  deals  with  the  physical  deposition  of 
what  could  be  considered  solid  waste  on  public  and  private  lands  in  the 
State  of  Nevada  There  is  very  little  information  on  the  amounts  of  chaff 
currently  deposited  and  how  these  fibers  decompose  in  the  environment  " 

The  report  concluded,  "8  A  the  Division  does  not  feel  that  adequate  studies  have 
been  done  to  assure  that  there  are  no  environmental  riski  posed  by  the  fibers."  In  the 
Opinion  of  The  Owyhee  Canyonlands  Coalition  (OCC),  this  should  be  the  starting  point 
for  the  DEIS,  instead  of  the  reversed  position  that  chaff  poses  no  known  risk  to  human 
health. 

Indeed,  the  DEIS  would  do  well  to  follow  the  lead  of  the  Desert  Eglin  South 
Chaff  Survey  conducted  by  Nellis  AFB  in  March  1994  Among  the  survey's 
findings:  “More  research  is  needed,  especially  concerning  the  behavior  of 
chaff  in  anaerobic  or  acidic  conditions  found  in  wetlands. 

"This  last  category  of  environmental  damage  relates  to  the  level  of  fitter 
which  is  currently  accumulating  in  some  areas  of  the  MOA  from  the  use  of 
chaff  and  flare  debris  In  most  cases  the  litter  from  aircraft  operations 
probably  is  not  more  deleterious  to  the  environment  than  common  roadside 
liner  such  as  bottles  and  cans  found  in  the  area  In  the  case  of  WSA’s, 
however,  a  case  can  be  made  that  litter,  fire  scars,  and  debris  detract 
from  the  naturalness,  and  infer  human  presence  which  is  specifically 
identified  in  the  Wilderness  Act  as  negative  impacts  for  wilderness  areas  " 
"Litter  from  chaff  and  flares,  and  other  debris  from  Air  Force  aircraft 
operations  his  the  potential  to  impact  naturalness  So  do  fire  scars 
started  by  flares  Jet  overflights  have  the  potential  to  impact  solitude 
and  incur  human  presence  " 

"Potential  environmental  issues  involve  injury  from  falling  debris,  impacts 
to  air  quality,  effects  on  soil  and  water,  and  effects  on  biological 
resources.  Ingestion  or  inhalation  of  chaff  by  wildlife  or  livestock, 
physical  effects  on  the  skin  or  feet  (i  e  birds  using  chaff  as  a  nesting 
material,  or  chaff  becoming  embedded  in  the  paws  of  animals),  indirect 
effects  on  vegetation  due  to  changes  in  soil  chemistry,  and  indirect 
effects  of  chariges  in  water  chemistry  on  aquatic  life  are  also  potential 
environmental  issues  related  to  chaff." 

"Some  small  bundles  of  chaff  were  found  as  well  as  three  large  clumps  of 
chaff  fiber:." 
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While  the  long-term  effects  of  chaff  may  be  unknown,  some  of  the  immediate 
physical  impacts  are.  In  1992,  the  Army  found:  "Glass  and  carbo  fibers  and,  likely  iron 
fibers  deposited  on  soils  are  susceptible  to  wind  resuspension  until  immobilization  occurs. 
However,  even  those  fibers  immobilized  on  soil  surfaces  can  be  resuspended  by  physical 
forces  such  as  foot  and/or  vehicular  traffic.  Thus,  there  is  a  persistent  risk  of  fiber 
inhalation  and  mitigation  efforts  will  likely  be  required  for  areas  containing  high  fiber 
concentrations." 

OCC  urges  the  DEIS  for  the  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho  to  consider  all  of 
these  reports  before  categorically  discounting  any  impact  of  chaff  on  human  health. 
Beyond  that,  we  oppose  the  current  and  proposed  use  of  chaff  until  sufficient  independent 
analysis  of  the  potential  impacts  has  been  completed.  Given  the  amount  of  time  that  the 
S  F  1  ft  Pro^ems  with  chaff  have  been  known,  residents  of  Idaho  will  no  longer  accept  a  lack  of 

documentation  as  a  claim  of  "no  impact." 

The  BLM  has  authorized  the  use  of  chaffin  Idaho  and  Nevada  over  public  lands 
associated  with  operations  at  Mountain  Home  AFB.  In  the  opinion  of  OCC,  this  raises 
serious  questions.  We  believe  the  BLM  has  a  mandate  to  protect  public  safety  on  lands  it 
administers.  But  how  can  the  BLM  assure  public  safety  on  these  lands  where  it  allows  the 
_use  of  chaff  and  flares? 

How  will  the  agency  alert  the  public  that  the  lands  are  being  used  as  part  of  a 
training  range?  What  are  the  liabilities  for  the  BLM  in  the  event  of  an  accident  involving 

SF-17  chaH? 

We  would  raise  the  same  questions  for  publicly-accessible  lands  administered  by 
the  Department  of  the  Interior  (DO!). 

Since  there  is  inconclusive  evidence  on  the  potential  environmental  impacts 
of  chaff  -  including  its  effects  on  human  health  *  OCC  believes  the  DOI  and  BLM  should 
adopt  a  policy  that  the  use  of  chaff  be  limited  to  lands  which  have  been  formally 
withdrawn  for  military  uses. 


The  BLM’s  involvement  in  this  process  violates  its  obligation  to  manage 
the  wilderness  study  areas  in  the  region  affected  so  as  not  to  impair  their 
suitability  for  designation  as  wilderness,  and  it  also  violates  the  agency’s 
LU-14  obligation  to  provide  special  management  for  areas  of  critical  environmental 

concern  to  protect  and  prevent  irreparable  damage  to  the  important  wildlife  and 
other  natural  resources  located  there.  The  BLM  abdicated  its  responsibility  and 
jiuthority  to  protect' and  conserve  the  wildlife  resources  on  the  public  lands. 


,  1“  TheD 

*-  errors  of  law 
4g  protect  the  in 


DEIS  contains  serious  procedural  irregularities,  analytical  flaws,  and 
w  regarding  effects  on  wildlife.  The  lack  of  mitigation  efforts  to 
important  WSA,  ACEC,  and  bighorn  sheep  public  resources  in  the 
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area  to  be  affected  should  be  reason  enough  to  abandon  the  ETI  proposal  until  a 
proper  NEPA  analysis  of  the  likely  effects  of  the  proposed  action  is  performed. 

~~  Further  studies  are  necessary  to  protect  the  36  bighorn  sheep,  a  significant 
portion  of  a  rapidly  dwindling  population,  from  the  unevaluated  environmental 
BI*63  impacts  that  may  occur  from  the  intensive  capture,  handling,  and  tracking 

procedures  of  the  proposed  action.  The  stresses  imposed  on  the  population  from 

“Bngoing  and  planned  military  ordnance  use  in  the  area  (including  the  dispersal  of 
potentially  toxic  chaff  and  incendiary  flares  over  the  WSAs  and  ACECs  at  issue) 
Bl-64  and  the  pending  development  of  ground-based  military  combat  exercise  resources 
in  this  area  is  entirely  unacceptable. 

—  The  cumulative  effects  of  all  these  measures  involved  in  the  increasing 
buildup  of  military  activities  on  the  public  lands  in  southwestern  Idaho  were  not 
adequately  addressed  in  the  DEIS.  There  has  not  been  full  public  disclosure  and 
PR  22  informed  decisionmaking  under  NEPA,  which  is  necessary  to  ensure  that  BLM 
properly  discharges  its  FLPMA  duties  in  the  management  of  the  WSAs  and 
ACECs  at  issue,  as  well  as  satisfying  the  agency's  independent  responsibility  to 
protect  the  wildlife  resources  found  on  the  public  lands. 

The  WSAs,  ACECs,  and  other  southwestern  Idaho  public  lands  that  are  the 
subject  of  the  proposed  action  contain  a  wealth  of  wide-ranging  environmental 
values  of  great  regional  and  national  significance.  The  canyons  and  plateaus  of 
the  Owyhee  country  provide  a  diversity  of  rugged  land  forms  and  many  mites  of 
desert  river  ecosystem  rich  in  scenery,  wildlife,  vegetation,  and  cultural  resources. 
The  miles  of  canyons,  their  diversely  and  severely  eroded  rock  landscapes,  their 
steep  slopes,  and  the  dominance  of  subdued  brown  and  red  rock  all  combined  to 
create  a  sense  of  isolation  and  solitude.  Visitors  traveling  in  the  canyonlands  are 
constantly  aware  of  the  forces  of  nature.  The  depth  of  the  canyons  creates  a 
tremendous  sense  of  seclusion  from  the  rest  of  the  world.  Above  the  canyons  on 
the  plateaus,  the  rolling  topography  and  low  vegetation  allow  for  viewing  tens  of 
square  miles  of  the  vast,  open,  seemingly  undisturbed  landscape.  These  vast  open 
spaces  instill  a  complete  sense  of  separation  from  civilization.  This  area  is  also 
important  for  its  wildlife  values.  The  upland-canyonland/sagebmsh-bunchgrass 
ecosystem  provides  yearlong  habitat  for  bighorn  sheep,  which  are  dependent  on 
the  natural  undisturbed  environment  for  their  survival. 

The  implementation  of  large-scale  increases  in  supersonic  overflight  and 
chaff  and  flare  use  in  this  area  in  1993,  the  Owyhee  Canyonlands  bighorn  sheep 
population  plummeted  by  approximately  30  percent.  While  669  sheep  were 
courted  in  this  herd  in  summer  1993,  only  347  animals  were  observed  in  1994. 

Ste  Military  Overflight  Effects  on  Bighorn  Sheep,  Draft  Study  Plan  at  A-5 
(July  10,  1996).  This  is  unacceptable.  The  USAF  and  the  BLM  can  not,  in  good 
faith,  proceed  with  the  ETI  with  knowledge  of  these  facts. 
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The  process  has  been  flawed  from  the  very  start.  When  the  BLM  stated  in 
the  EA,  that  the  ETI  would  present  no  significant  impacts,  they  embarked  upon  a 
path  which  has  lead  to  a  breach  of  trust  to  the  public  and  the  species  they  are 
obliged  to  protect. 

Under  NEPA,  an  agency  must  honestly  address  the  various  uncertainties 
surrounding  the  scientific  evidence  upon  which  it  relies  in  its  environmental 
evaluations.  The  agency  has  a  duty  to  respond  to  credible  opposing  points  of 
view,  and  it  may  not  ignore  reputable  scientific  opinion.  See.  e.g..  Seattle 
Audubon  Soc  'y  v.  Espy.  998  F.2d  699,  704  (9th  Cir.  1993);  Public  Service  Co.  v. 
Andrus,  825  F.  Supp.  1483,  1496-99  (D.  Idaho  1993);  set  also  Sierra  Club  v. 
Watkins,  808  F.  Supp.  852,  864-69  (D  D.C.  1991).  An  agency’s  NEPA  analysis 
must  expose  scientific  uncertainty  regarding  the  risk  of  a  proposed  action  and 
inform  decisionmakers  of  the  full  range  of  responsible  scientific  opinion  on  the 
environmental  effects  of  the  proposed  action.  Friends  of  the  Earth  v.  Hall,  693 
F.  Supp.  904.  926,  934  (W.D.  Wash.  1988). 

[The  BLM  failed  to  consider  or  address  the  wide  range  of  scientific  opinion 
from  previous  studies  indicating  that  the  proposed  actions  could  result  in  a 
significant  source  of  stress  to  the  California  bighorn  sheep  population  under 
consideration.  The  USAF’s  insistence  on  proceeding  in  their  relentless  efforts  to 
expand  the  training  range  at  any  cost  (financial  or  environmental)  must  be 
abandoned  and  the  BLM  should  be  made  to  support  action  to. abandon  the 
proposal  in  order  to  uphold  their  ageny  obligation. 

Phase  II  of  the  military  overflight  effects  study  will  occur  within  three 
wilderness  study  areas  in  southwestern  Idaho:  Owyhee  River  Canyon  WSA 
(ID-I6-48B).  Little  Jacks  Creek  WSA  (ID-1 1-16),  and  the  Jarbidge  River  WSA 
(ID- 17-1 1).  See  EA  at  3-8.  A  WSA  is  a  roadless  area  that  has  been  identified  as 
having  a  wilderness  characteristic  and  as  being  reviewed  for  possible  designation 
as  wilderness,  pursuant  to  the  Wilderness  Act.  as  amended,  16  U.S.C. 

§§  1 131-1136.  During  the  period  of  wilderness  review,  BLM  is  required  by 
Section  603(c)  of  FLPMA,  43  U.S.C.  §  1782(c).  to  manage  WSAs  “in  a  manner 
so  as  not  to  impair  the  suitability  of  such  areas  for  preservation  as  wilderness." 

To  date  no  action  has  been  taken  by  Congress  to  designate  these  three  WSAs  as 
wilderness,  so  the  WSA  lands  and  resources  involved  here  remain  subject  to  the 
Section  603(c)  nonimpairment  mandate.  See  Ronald  A.  Pent,  135  IBLA  143,  144 
(1996). 

Under  the  Wilderness  Act,  a  wilderness  area  is  one  "where  the  earth  and  its 
community  of  lift  are  untrammeled  by  man"  and  that  may  contain  “ecological, 
geological,  or  other  features  of  scientific,  educational,  scenic,  or  historical  value.” 
Wilderness  Act  §  2(c).  It  is  these  values,  including  the  significant  wildlife 
resource  of  the  California  bighorn  sheep  herds,  which  make  the  areas  suitable  for 
wilderness  designation.  For  instance,  the  Owyhee  Canyonlands  Wilderness  FEIS 
(1989)  states  that  "the  rhyolite  uptand-canyonlands/sagebrush-bunchgrass 
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ecosystem  provides  yearlong  habitat  for  bighorn  sheep  (on  the  sensitive  species 
list  for  Idaho  .  .  .).  Bighorn  sheep  are  dependent  upon  a  natural  undisturbed 
environment  for  their  survival.  The  Owyhee  River  system  presently  provides  for 
this  environment.”  Id  at  III- 1 4.  These  values  are  to  remain  nonimpaired  during 
the  wilderness  review  process. 

[By  allowing  the  USAF  ETI  proposal  to  advance  to  this  stage,  the  BLM  has 
fallen  short  in  it’s  duty  to  protect  WSA’s  as  provided  under  The  Wilderness  Act. 
If  the  ETI  is  ratified  and  the  USAF  is  allowed  to  proceed  with  construction  of  the 
expanded  range,  the  WSA’s  will  be  placed  under  a  serious  threat. 

P*  The  bottom  line,  with  regard  to  wildlife  is  the  same  as  with  every  other 
R[  A'  I  8SPect  l^e  It  is  deficient,  incomplete  and  misleading.  The  idea  that  the 

Bl-fo  proposed  action  under  alternatives  B,  C,  and  D  will  have  no  effect  on  wildlife  is 
Jptzrc  balderdash! 

This  is  a  fragile  ecosystem  for  sheep.  Many  of  the  documents,  but  specifically,  "A 
Habitat  Evaluation  procedure  for  Rocky  Mountain  Bighorn  Sheep  in  the  Intermountain 
West"  by  Snuth,  Flinders,  and  Winn,  state  a  management  treatise.  This  treatise  was 
instrumental  in  establishing  the  MOU  with  FNAWS  and  the  domestic  sheep  industry 
concerning  disease  problems  on  BLM  inventoried  lands.  This  document  relates  that  if 
exotic  species  occupy  a  habitat  (Bighorn  Sheep)  then  adequate  boundaries  need  to  be 
defined.  Adequate  range  quality  must  exist.  Adequate  winter  range  must  exist. 

[Adequate  lambing  grounds  must  exist.  Adequate  summer  range  must  exist,  and  all  ranges 
RI  I mUSt  **  ^5r0Pcr^  **4  connected.  The  DEIS  lacks  any  discussion  of  any  of  the 

I  impacts  created  by  noise,  roads,  fires,  human  intrusion,  overflight,  or  increase  military 
[activity  and  how  these  factors  will  effect  these  critical  relationships.  This  treatise  is 
referred  to  a  Habitat  Evaluation  Plan  (HEP).  OCC  specifically  relates  to  the  IDFG 
concerns  page  11.  These  are  four  items  that  are  very  specific  and  must  be  answered  in  the 
FEIS. 

The  DEIS  was  premature  in  that  certain  sheep  studies  have  not  been  completed 
and  will  not  be  conducted  until  winter  1998.  The  DEIS  does  not  address  the  level  of 
BI- 1 2  I  helicopter  use  for  maintenance  of  range  facilities  especially  in  the  winter.  This  is  a  critical 
[oversite  as  it  will  have  a  potentially  huge  affect  of  wildlife  habitat. 

OCC  is  of  the  opinion  that  any  discussion  of  the  ETI  subsequent  to  consummation 
of  thc  ongoing  sheep  studies  is  non  conclusive  and  misleading  to  the  public.  Further, 

B 1-3  Odgen  s  personnel  have  stated  that  their  studies  have  no  focus  on  supersonic  effect  to  the 
California  Bighorn  Populations,  they  are  only  focused  on  low  level  overflight.  As  per  Dr. 
Geist  s  scoping  comments  in  January  1994,  this  ignorance  is  precursory  to  a  catastrophe. 

B 1-30  II  precisely  the  supersonic  noise  that  can  and  will  affect  sheep  behavior,  leading  to 

stress,  dispersal,  and  consequent  die  off  OCC  feels  that  the  discussion  of  the  California 
d  i  ■>2  Sheep  in  the  ETI  DEIS  subsequent  to  peer  review  of  Ogden’s  consummated 

-  [research  project  is  premature  and  raises  several  potential  legal  issue' 

Owyhee  Canyonlands  Combined  Comments 
RE:  USAF  ETI  DEIS 
page  10 


Written  Comments 


317 


003.102 


003.102 


BI-51 


318 


The  Air  Force  claims  that  they  only  need  a  few  thousand  acres  for  their  operations, 
but  history  has  shown  that  this  is  probably  only  the  beginning  of  a  larger  land  grab  The 
Grasmere  sight  is  one  example  of  the  Air  force  being  unable  to  honor  the  promises  they 
make.  The  Grasmere  sight  was  leased  to  the  Air  Force  by  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  to  be  used  as  a  lingular  pad  that  would  host  a  portable  radar  station  The 
Air  Force  violated  the  lease  by  constructing  a  number  of  permanent  structures  including 
buildings,  towers,  and  diesel  generators— all  which  dearly  violated  the  wilderness  values 
of  the  area.  The  BLM  gave  the  Air  Force  notice  that  the  Grasmere  site  was  in  violation  of 
the  law.  The  Air  Force's  response  w«  to  ask  BLM  to  expand  the  Grasmere  site. 

The  Air  Force  has  not  demonstrated  a  history  of  being  a  good  steward  of  public 
land.  The  Grasmere  sight  is  one  example  of  the  Air  Force  having  difficulty  recognizing 
the  letter  of  the  law. 

As  in  the  Grasmere  experience,  each  proposed  emitter  site  has  the  potential  of 
being  a  launching  pad  for  something  bigger.  In  this  environmental  impact  statement,  there 
are  few  measures  that  would  deter  the  Air  Force  to  expand  their  proposal  in  a  similar 
fashion  if  the  Air  Force  is  granted  a  favorable  Record  of  Decision. 

The  ETI  DEIS  does  not  adequately  address  wilderness  and  wildlife  impacts  -  not 
only  as  pertaining  to  the  California  Bighorn  Sheep,  but  also  with  regard  to  all  other 
species  that  make  their  homes  in  the  Owyhee  canyon  country.  The  only  suggestion  we 
can  offer,  short  of  abanoning  this  proposal  in  it's  entirety,  is  that  all  wildlife  and  wilderness 
"studies  be  redone.  The  cost  to  taxpayers  for  the  numerous  proposals  put  forth  over  the 
past  several  years  has  already  gone  beyond  comprehension,  therefore,  if  you  are  going  to 
do  it  again,  please  do  it  right  this  lime. 

PECREATION/ECONONnC  CONCERNS 

Over  350  miles  of  rivers  in  the  Owyhee  Canyonlands  have  been  found  eligible  for 
designation  as  wild  and  scenic  rivers.  The  Air  Forces*  finding  that  the  ETI  will  do  nothing 
to  diminish  the  outstanding  resource  values  of  these  rivers  is  erroneous  While  the  canyon 
walls  may  not  change,  the  scenic  quality,  opportunities  for  viewing  wildlife,  and  overall 
recreational  experience  will  be  greatly  diminished  Numerous  overflights,  sonic  booms, 
chaff,  and  flares  are  incompatible  with  the  wilderness  values  found  in  these  canyons. 


Night  activities  and  lights  are  particularly  intrusive  One  of  the  most  spectacular 
features  of  these  canyons  is  the  night  sky  with  incredible  stars  on  a  clear  moonless  night 
["Night  exercises  are  completely  incompatible  with  this  experience.  Any  lights  such  as  those 
RV-12  already  found  at  Grasmere  are  inappropriate  and  unacceptable.  The  DEIS  does  nothing  to 
[evaluate  the  impacts  to  recreational  users  or  wildlife  of  these  nighttime  intrusions 

It  is  difficult  to  evaluate  the  exist  impact  of  the  ETI  proposal  on  the  number  of 
overflights  for  the  canyons  since  there  is  so  little  information  in  the  DEIS  on  the  Air 
Force's  actual  activities  in  the  sky.  However,  OCC  is  receiving  complaints  that  the 
("number  of  overflights  is  currently  unacceptable  so  we  strongly  believe  that  any  increase  in 
Ur -7J  !  the  activity  level  over  this  region  is  too  much. 

The  Air  Force  finding  that  there  will  be  no  economic  impact  on  the  recreation 
industry  as  a  result  of  the  ETI  is  utterly  Incorrect.  These  canyons  offer  a  truly  unique 
wilderness  river  experience  which  has  been  pursued  by  more  and  more  people  every  year. 
Private  boaters  will  tolerate  a  certain  amount  of  disturbance  since  the  natural  features  of 

r these  canyons  are  so  spectacular  However,  the  escalation  of  activities  associated  with  the 
ETI  will  drive  those  who  are  truly  seeking  solitude  to  go  elsewhere,  thus  adversely 
impacting  the  communities  that  sell  gas,  supplies  and  provide  shuttle  services  to  river 
runners  This  is  a  recreation  concern  as  well  as  an  economic  concern. 


Individuals  paying  a  premium  price  for  an  outfitted  trip  do  not  wish  to  be  subjected 
to  overflights  and  sonic  booms.  They  are  paying  money  to  see  wildlife  and  hear  nothing  . 
two  opportunities  which  are  becoming  increasingly  scarce  in  these  canyons  due  to  the  Air 
Force's  activities.  An  outfitter  can  not  advertise  a  true  wilderness  experience  with  the 
promise  of  wildlife  viewing  if  the  reality  is  floating  through  a  supersonic  battle  zone 
Decreases  in  these  trips  will  not  onJy  impact  the  outfitter  but  their  suppliers  as  well 

CONCERNS  REGARDING  SROSHONE-PAIUTE 

First  of  all.  with  regard  to  concerns  related  to  THE  S  HO  SHONE*  PAIUTE 
TRIBES  OF  THE  DUCK  VALLEY  INDIAN  RESERVATION,  the  Owyhee 
CanyonJands  Coalition  hereby  incorporates  by  reference,  the  enclosed  copy  of  comments 
from  the  DEIS  DRAFT  PLAN  AMENDMENT  FOR  THE  IDAHO  TRAINING  RANGE, 
NOVEMBER  1993 


The  Jarbidge  and  Bruneau  Rivers  were  both  found  to  have  Class  A  Scenic  Quality 
The  presence  of  litter  in  the  form  of  Chaff,  potential  loss  of  native  plant  communities,  and 
visual  pollution  above  the  canyon  rim  will  diminish  the  overall  scenic  quality  of  these 
rivers.  One  of  the  attractions  to  these  rivers  are  the  frequent  opportunities  to  hike  out  of 
the  canyons  and  view  the  entire  region  from  a  different  perspective.  These  vistas  will  be 
severely  degraded  by  the  presence  of  emitter  sites  and  the  accompanying  new  roads,  not 
to  mention  the  noise  and  air  pollution  associated  with  the  diesel  powered  generators  used 
to  run  the  emitters.  People  go  to  places  like  the  Jarbidge  and  Bruneau  Canyons  to  escape 
these  sights,  sounds  and  smells. 
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The  report  which  made  references  to  “pre-history**  was  insulting  and  demeaning  to  the 
members  of  the  Sho-Pai  community.  This  sort  of  insensitivity  to  Tribal  concerns  has  been 
the  cornerstone  of  the  vast  majority  of  deiling  between  the  USAF  and  the  Sho-Pai  people 

Claire  Manning  Hood  and  testified  that  her  great  grandmother  is  bunied  in  an  area 
that  will  be  restricted  if  the  ETI  proposal  is  approved.  It  is  unlikely  that  my  member  of 
the  Air  Force  would  allow  the  government  to  erect  a  fence  and  lock  them  out  of  the 
cemetary  where  their  great  grandparents  are  burned. 

Fences  that  will  be  put  up  in  constructing  the  training  range  expansion  will  interupt 
the  practice  of  Sho-Pai  religious  ceremony  and  although  the  Air  Force  has  stated  that  they 
will  be  happy  to  come  and  unlock  the  gates  anytime,  this  compromise  is  NOT  acceptable. 

These  remarks  are  less  technical  than  the  remarks  presented  in  the  other  sections 
of  these  combined  comments.  The  reason  is  that  the  concerns  related  to  the  rights  of  the 
Shoshone-Paiute  that  will  be  affected  by  the  ETI  have  little  to  do  with  technicalities, 
scientific  data  and  statistics.  What  we  are  addressing  here  is  an  issue  of  basic  respect  for  a 
people  that  have  already  been  subjected  to  far  more  than  their  share  of  indignity  and 
disrespect.  Proceeding  with  the  ETI  would  indeed  add  insult  to  an  already  injured 
relationship  between  Soverign  Tribal  Nations  Americans  and  the  United  States 
Government. 


The  Air  Force  elaims  that  the  alternatives  outlined  in  the  ETI  proposal  take  a 
careful  look  at  concerns  raised  by  the  residents  of  the  Duck  Valley  Indian  Reservation 
The  fact  is  that  current  flight  patterns  resulting  from  exsisting  operation  of  the  MHAB 
■training  facilities  cause  a  great  deal  of  disturbance  to  the  members  of  the  Shoshone-Paiute 
Tribe  Testimony  to  this  effect  was  made  by  several  members  of  the  Sho-Pai  at  the  Duck 
Valley  hearing  on  June  9th  and  again  in  Boise  on  June  13th 

How  the  USAF  can  proceed  having  heard  such  testimony  is  beyond 
comprehension.  Terry  Gibson,  a  Sho-Pai  Tribal  Council  member  testified  that  he  received 
his  “Cultural  Report"  on  Monday  June  9th,  over  one  month  after  the  release  of  the  DEIS. 
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US  AirForce/BLM 
PO  Box  329 
Boise.  ID  83702-0329 

re:  Air  Force  ETI-DEIS-Comments 


Bold  is  page  and  language  from  the  F/N-DEIS 
Italics  are  comment*. 


The  Air  Force  has  Identified  the  following  issues  but  has  not  adequately  analyzed  or  has  Incorrectly 
addressed  specific  issues  in  the  ETl-DEIE  The  ETl-DEIS  contains  conflicting  conclusions. 


CONCLUSION 

In  a  time  of  national  deficit  and  budget  cuts  the  idea  of  proposing  expansion  of 
military  training  ranges  seems  down  right  greedy  Make  due  with  what  exists.  In  so  doing 
our  national  security  will  not  be  put  in  peril,  our  soldiers  will  not  be  less  prepared,  our 
environment  will  be  far  better  off  and  our  taxpayers  will  save  millions  of  dollars  Please, 
get  honest  with  yourselves  and  be  honest  with  us.  The  Air  Force  does  col  NEED  this 
range! 

Our  citizenry,  the  people  you  portend  to  protect  have  been  making  due.  Jobs  have 
been  lost,  incomes  have  fauliered,  children  of  middle  and  lower  income  families  have 
settled  for  community  college  or  vocational  training  rather  than  going  to  university.  We 
are  in  a  time  of  belt- tightening.  If  the  avenge  citizen  is  tightening  their  belts  than  so 
should  our  government  and  that  includes  our  military! 

pc:  President  Clinton 

Kathleen  McGinty 
Bruce  Babbit 
Governor  Bait 

Idaho  Congressional  Delegation 
Nevada  Congressional  Delegation 
Oregon  Congressional  Delegation 
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Pg.  1-47, 1.4. 1.5  -  Issues  beyond  the  scope  of  this  EIS  -  National  Needs  Assessment  -  Is  this  orse  jjmerJ 
currently  being  prepared?  If  so  we  need  to  review  those  findings 


Pg.  1-33  “Figure  1 J-3  Saylor  Creek  Range"  -  Exclusive  Use  AreafEUAJ/Training  Ordinance  Impact 
Area  (Fenced)  is  not  shown  on  any  other  map  that  includes  SCR  in  the  DEIS  ••  / 10,000  in  the  Current  SCR 
withdrawal  ~  12,200  EUA  acres  that  are  fenced 

E\.  2-3-  Because  SCR  is  proposed  to  be  used  simultaneously  with  a  new  tactical  range.  EUA  and  Range 
lundary  need  to  be  identified  on  every  map  that  Includes  SCR  to  give  the  true  picture  of  SCR  and  the 
lationship  of  the  EUA  to  any  of  the  proposed  sites 

Pg.  1-32-  states  that  SCR  is  6  miles  jourh  of  Snake  River ,  but  does  not  state  how  many  miles  from  the 
community  of  Bruneau  What  are  the  Cumulative  Impacts  of  ETI  to  Bruneau  and  the  other  small 
communities  causally  mentioned  in  the  DEIS?  Bruneau  is  approximately  3  miles  from  SCR  restricted  air 
SO*  J  $yPac<-  opproxlmately  7.5  miles  from  SCR  range  boundary,  and  approximately  11.5  miles  from  SCR-EUA 
Bruneau  and  communities  like  Bruneau  are  mentioned  in  the  draft,  but  the  Cumulative  Impacts  are  not 
adequately  addressed. 
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Tht  immunity  of  Bruneau.  Idaho  is  not  within  ROl  one.  two  or  three,  even  though  it  is  located  on  Highway 
51  between  MHAFB,  SCR.  and  Aft.  8,  C.  or  D.  At  least  7%  of  Owyhee  County's  population  (Bnmeau  Area 
a  affected  by  the  proposed  ETI.  See:  pg.  3-261.  All  ground  personnel  pass  through  Bnmeau.  Planes 
regularly  fly  over  Bnmeau  and  surrounding  area.  Bnmeau  is  outside  the  ROl.  so  any  cumulative  impacts  to 
Bnmeau  ore  not  analyzed  in  the  ETI ‘DEIS.  This  needs  to  be  addressed  and  analyzed  by  adding  Bruneau 
and  the  surrounding  impacted  area  (Grand  View,  ID)  to  ROl  Two. 

Pg.  1-16  What,  specifically  is  one  of  the  Air  Force's  four  key  objectives —  “Support  the  unique  missions  ol 
the  Air  Force’s  rtpid-response  air  expeditionary  wing"  and  is  the  Pg.  2-94  "Air  Expeditionary  Force 
jAEF)  BATTLE  LAB”  linked  to  the  air  expeditionary  wing?  What  are  their  " unique  missions  ”  ? 

Pg.  2-92-  // the  expeditionary  wing  is  different  than  the  366th  Wing  then  the  Cumulative  Impacts  have  not 
been  addressed  (40  CFR  si  SOS.  7) 


Pg.  ES-10  in  the  “Land  Use  and  Transportation”  section  of  the  Executive  Summary  statu  “Proposed 
road  improvements  would  slightly  beoefit  (ravel  ability  without  significantly  Increasing  traffic.  Acces- 
to  all  areas  outside  the  selected  range  would  be  maintained.” 

Chapter  2.0  second  pg.  states  under  the  Operational  Considerations  “Site  on  relatively  flat  terrain  with 
reasonable  year-round  access”  If snow  removal  is  nor  addressed  and  is  not  an  option  then  Alternative  site. 
Bor  D  do  not  have  reasonable  year-round  access. 

Pg.  2*4  “For  the  12,000-acre  range,  the  system  must  also  provide  a  high-probability  of  access 
throughout  most  of  the  year."  If  snow  removal  is  not  addressed  and  is  not  an  option  then  Alternative  sites 
Bor  D  do  not  have  reasonable  year-round  access. 

Pg.  2-42  “The  roads  to  the  maintenance  facility  would  not  be  plowed  iD  winter,  unless  required  under 
emergency  conditions."  “Approximately  8  to  12  people  would  work  on  site  during  days  when  Hying 
occurs.”  “Although  no  personnel  would  live  on  sile^..”  If  snow  removal  is  not  addressed  and  is  not  an 
option  then  Alternative  sites  B  or  Ddo  not  have  reasonable  year-round  access. 

Pg.  2-48  “Personnel  would  commonly  be  at  the  range  on  weekdays  ”  “Personnel  would  routinely 
commute  in  groups  to  the  site  on  a  daily  basis...,  or  as  needed.”  If  snow  removal  is  not  addressed  and  is 
not  an  option  then  Alternative  sites  Bor  Ddo  not  have  reasonable  year-round  access.  Under  ideal 
conditions,  the  round  trip,  road  trip  from  MHAFB  to  Alt.  B  or  D  and  return  is  4  hours. 
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Pg.  2-52  “Personnel  would  always  be  present  during  emitter  operations."  If  snow  removal  is  not 
addressed  and  is  not  an  option,  then  some  emitter  site  associated  with  the  Alternatives  do  not  have 
reasonable  year-round  access. 

Pg.  2-67  (based  upon  260  Hying  days) 

Pg.  2-54  “—Clover-Three  Creek  Road  would  not  require  seasonal  limitations;”  “In  all  cases,  roads 
would  not  be  used  when  weather  conditions  do  ao  permit  travel.  The  Air  Force  would  not  routinely 
plow  or  remove  mow,"  “The  Air  Force  intends  to  develop  interagency  service  agreements  with  the 
applicable  jurisdiction  for  annual  road  maintenance.” 

Pg.  2-76  “Once  constructed,  use  of  the  12,000-acre  training  range  would  occur  year-round." 

The  Clover -Three  Creek  Road  does  have  seasonal  limitations  and  if  the  road  is  upgraded  with  gravel  to 
accommodate  wet  weather,  the  lack  of  snow  removal  will  limit  access  in  the  winter  to  Alt.  B  or  D  and  some 
of  the  emitter  sites.  (See pg.  3-33  7 ’)*** 

LU- 1 5  [h  Transportation  Activity  does  not  address  snow  removal  to  have  year-round  access 

pg.  2-93  2,6  CUMULATIVE  IMPACTS  -  states  that  “Routine  Road  Maintenance  is  —included  in  the 

baseline  analysis  (Chapter  3)". 

pg.  3-237  through  3-240-ROADS-3. 10.4.1-  (Chapter  3) 

pg.  3-237***, “Vehicle  volumes  ire  extremely  low,  and  travel  can  be  slow,  particularly  during  wet 
periods.  Due  to  the  lack  of  snow  removal  operations,  roads  remain  generally  unused  during  the 
winter  “  This  statement  is  repeated  on  pg.  J-239,  Pg.  3-239-3.10.4.2-Region  Of  InHuence(ROI)  One, 
Alternative  B,  C,  &  D. 

Alternative  B  A  D  also  state  that  “-of  the  range  lies  Clover-Three  Creek  Road  which  provides  main 
aecess  to  roads  leading  in  to  the  training  range.” 

Figure  3.10-7  shews  road  construction  and  improvement— That  wilt  solve  the  wet  weather  problem  but  does 
not  address  snow  removal.  Access  can  not  be  consistently  gained  to  the  proposed  range  site  in  Alternative 
BorD  in  the  winter  without  snow  removal.  Part  of  the  Clover-Three  Creek  Road  is  maintained  by  the 
Three  Creek  Good  Roads  Highway  District-they  have  placed  warning  signs  on  the  portions  they  maintain 
stating  that  chains  and  4-wheel  drive  are  advised  and  that  they  do  not  plow  snow.  Snow  will  also  need  to  be 
plowed  to  some  of  the  emitter  sites.  Any  site  south  of  Clover  Crossing  because  of the  rise  in  elevation,  has  a 
high  likelihood  of  snow  removal  being  necessary  to  gain  access  to  Alternative  BorD  and  any  of  the  emitter 
sites  in  that  area  involved  with  the  proposed  ETI. 

LU-17l  3*238,  Figure  3-10_7“  sho"1  tht  rood  10  emitter  sites  AC&AJ  (Crows  Hest  Road)  as  possibly  being 
|  paved  It  is  not  paved,  in  fact  it  only  has  a  small  amount  of  gravel  and  according  to  the  DEIS  will  not  be 
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j  improved.  Therefore,  when  conditions  ore  too  wet  or  there  Is  loo  much  snow,  emitter  sites  AC  &AJ  wilt  not 
I  be  usable.  Also,  figure  3.10-7  does  not  show  access  road  to  emitter  site  AC  and  shows  a  possible  paved 
|  road  to  emitter  site  AJ. 

Pg.  2-44, 2-43,  Figure  2J-10  A  Chapter  2.0  seventh  A  ninth  pg.  -Alternative  B  <&  D  include 
approximately  16.5  miles  of 208-volt,  three  phase  transmission  line  to  be  constructed  above  ground  -  This 
preferably  needs  to  be  constructed  underground  if  either  of  these  alternatives  are  selected 

DP-77  |~Pg-  2*46-  Are  the  telephone  lines  going  to  be  installed  underground  and  from  where? 

DP-78  2-47-  What  is  a  tack  spotting  charge? 


DP  35  P*'2'M“2*3'4  Sorties  and  Sortie-Operations  are  not  adequately  addressed  in  the  ETI-  DEIS  and  is 

|  presented  in  a  confusing  manner. 

Pg.  2-64  A  2-67  “Enhanced  training  opportunities  in  Idaho  would  increase  total  366th  Wiog  sorties 
from  Mountain  Home  AFB  to  the  local  airspace  by  approximately  7  percent  (653  sorties).  A 
corresponding  reduction  in  the  use  of  remote  ranges  would  occur  under  Alternatives  B,  C,  or  D." 

Pg.  2-68  “366th  Wing  sorties  to  NAFR,  FTRC,  and  UTTR  would  decrease  overall  by  46  percent.” 

“The  decrease  in  remote  range  sorties  would  result  from  increased  (raining  opportunities  in  Idaho.” 

I  How  does  the  Air  Force  justify  constructing  ETI  fora 7  percent  increase  use  of  local  airspace? 
j  How  can  the  366th  Wing  sorties  to  remote  ranges  decrease  by  46  percent  and  the  Increase  to  the  local 
j  airspace  only  be  7  percent? 

[Pg.  2-54  “-the  Air  Force  proposes  to  replace  the  bridge  at  Three(7Ve*  is  incorrect.  Replace  “Three" 
with  Clover)  Creek  crossing  to  accommodate  heavier  equipment  use." 

Pg.  2-76  “-include  construction  of  a  new  bridge  over  Dover  Creek  adjacent  to  the  current  bridge  on 
Dover-Three  Creek  Road." 

•  The  existing  bridge  is  located  on  private  land  with  a  right-of-way  and  is  adjacent  to  the  landowner ‘s 
irrigation  diversion  dam  in  Clover  Creek.  It  is  impracticable  to  locate  a  new  bridge  on  public  land.  The 
new  bridge  will  have  10  be  constructed  on  private  land,  a  new  right-of-way  established,  and  the  impacts 
to  the  landowner’s  diversion  dam  addressed.  The  landowner  has  since  1984,  in  cooperation  with  the 
BLM,  been  involved  in  a  riparian  restoration  project  on  Clover  Creek  The  impact  to  the  private  land 
owner,  the  Irrigation  diversion  dam  and  irrigation  ditches,  and  to  Clover  Creek  (surface  water)  and  its 


L  adjacent  J 
and  4-71. 
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\t  floodplain  and  riparian  areas  have  not  been  adequately  addressed  in  the  DEIS.  See:  pg.  4-66 


Pg.  2-85  WATER  RESOURCES  “No  impact  on  surface  water,  ground  water,  floodplains,  or  claims  to 
water  rights” 

Pg.  2-86  BIOLOGICAL  RESOURCES  “Direct  impacts  to— 1  perennial  stream  from  new  and 
upgraded  road  construction" 


Analysis  of  Clover  Creek,  in  Alt  3  A  D— Water  Resources  and  Biological  Resources  contradict  each  other. 
Finding  training  ordinance  and  chaff  outside  of  the  12.000  acre  EUA  at  SCR  is  an  indication  that  misfired 


training  ordinance  or  chaff  could  directly  impact  Clover  Creek  if  Ah.  D  is  selected for  the  proposed  tactical 


Pg.  2-86  Please  explain  and  identify  location  of  2.4  miles:  “would  include  a  loss  ©f...2.4  miles  of “Waters 
of  the  U.S."  Definition  of  ” Waters  of  the  U.S  "  is  on  pg.  3-100  and  3-101. 

Pg.  2-86  Alternative  D.  last  paragraph  states:  “-and  the  adjacent  canyon  of  the  East  Fork  Bruneau 
River".  River  is  incorrect.  East  Fork  Bruneau  Canyon  is  correct,  (e  g.  East  Fork  Bruneau  Canyon.  Clover 
Creek.)  Clover  Creek  runs  into  the  Bnmeau  River  through  the  East  Fork  Bruneau  Canyon,  therefore  East 
Fork  Bruneau  Canyon  and  Clover  Creek  are  one  in  the  same. 


3.0  AFFECTED  ENYIRON.M ENT-second  pg.-  “Interesting  results  addressed  in  the  resource  section 
include  the  following:  Road  improvements  do  not  lead  to  recreation  destinations  or  other  sensitive 
resources  and  would  not  encourage  increased  access  to  any  area."-7Vi/j  statement  is  misleading  Any 
R  V- 1 4  road  improvement  to  any  maintained  road  in  Owyhee  County  will  enhance  and  therefore  increase  public 
access  to  recreation  destinations  and  sensitive  resources  in  Owyhee  County.  Construction  and 
improvements  of  roads  to  emitter  sues  c  an  also  be  used  by  the  public  to  explore  parts  of  Owyhee  County  that 
^currently  have  limited  access.  See.  pg.  2-79,  Table  2.3-16  and  pg.  3-238,  Figure  3.10-7  and  pg.  4-205,  4- 


Pg-  2-89,  Figure  2.5-1  states:  “Potential  impact  on  traditional  resources  from  improved  access". 

Pg.  4-224  states:  “One  road  would  be  closed  to  public  access,  —road  that  dissects  part  of  the  Juniper 
RV  24  P*Ut,r5‘te  ~and  ^  "0t  “,ed  r**u,ar,y  for  ■«<«>-"  There  is  not  a  figure  in  4.11  RECREATION  AND 
\  VISUAL  RESOURCES  that  shows  road  closures  and  alternate  access  routes. 


Written  Comments 
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Pg.  2-91,  Figure  2.5-1  states:  “Negligible  effects  on  recreation  industry",  ft  remains  to  be  seen  what 
effects  the  ETJ  wilt  have  an  the  recreation  industry  in  Owyhee  County.  Solitude  Is  a  major  contributor  to 
recreation  values  in  Owyhee  County. 

Pg.  2-92,  2.6  CUMULATIVE  IMPACTS—  “The  124  th  Wing  of  the  IDANG...  In  created  usage  of 
general  aviation  airspace  and  SCR.  -.a  FONSI  was  issued  in  August,  1996.  The  A-IOs  of  the  124th 
DP-7  lVinS  °f tfi*  IDANG  have  had  a  significant  impact  to  the  SCR  and  Bruneau  Area  residents,  (e.g.  The 

construction  and  use  of  strafing  pits  on  SCR  and  concurring  noise  associated  with  the  low  ACi  fights  and 
actual  firing  of  the  weapons  on  the  A-IOs  at  SCR) 

3.2  NOISE  third  pg.,  Figure  “Reference  Points  Used  in  the  Baseline  Noise  Analysis"  and  pg.  3-19, 

Egure  3.2-1  would  be  more  useful  if  identifiable  landmarks  were  added  (eg.  Roads.  Communities  and 
vers.) 


I  Pg.  3.23,  3J.1  Fire  Risk...  Air  Force  officers  have  stated  at  numerous  meetings,  when  the  BLMhas 
p.4  I  issued  an  Extreme  Fire  Danger  warning  the  proposed  tactical  training  range  would  not  be  used.  The  ETl- 
|0£/S  does  not  analyse  this  issue  as  it  pertains  to  the  proposed  alternatives  or  take  into  account  the  amount 
offying  days  this  could  deduct.  This  issue  is  discussed  on  pg.  1-27  far  the  existing  SCR 


3.6  WATER  RESOURCES,  1st  pg.  states :  “A  portion  of  the  water  for  the  Bruneau  River  originates 
in  the  Jarbidge  and  Owyhee  Mountains  In  northern  Nevada."  This  is  a  misleading  statement.  The 
Bruneau  River  headwaters  are  in  the  Jarbidge  Mountains  in  northern  Nevada. 

This  page  also  states:  “Water  resources  and  canyontands  were  avoided  during  the  site  selection  so  that 
they  would  not  be  affected  by  aoy  project  alternative."  Alternative  D  abuts  the  East  Fork  Bruneau 
Canyon  rim  (pg.  3-9$,  Figure  3.$-S,  and  pg.  3-123)  directly  affecting  the  East  Fork  Bruneau  Canyon. 
Clover  Creet  Finding  training  ordinance  and  chaff  outside  of  the  12.000  acre  EVA  at  SCR  is  on  indication 
that  misfired  training  ordinance  or  chaff  could  directly  impact  Clover  Creek  if  Alt.  D  is  selected  for  the 
proposed  tactical  training  range.  Clover  Creek  is  less  than  2.5  nautical  milts  from  the  30-ccre  Industrial 
Complex  Target  in  Alt.  D.  See:  pg  2r38,  Figure  2.3-6. 

The  cumulative  impacts  of  the  proposed  tactical  training  range,  Alt.  D.  on  the  East  Fork  Bruneau  Canyon. 
Clover  Creek  have  not  been  adequately  analyzed. 


Pg.  3-63  and  pg.  3-64, 3.6.2.1  ROI  Two — Regional  Surface  Water — Water  Availability  and  Use. 

Tr.t  3rd  paragraph,  pg.  3-63.  contains  so  many  inaccuracies  If  needs  to  be  researched  and  totally  rewritten. 
WR-4  1st  full  paragraph  pg.  3-64  states :  “The  Owyhee  River  drainage...  These  watersheds  are  jhown  In 

Fig  u  re  3.6- 1 Figure  3. 6- 1,  pg.  3-65  does  not  show  the  Owyhee  River  drainage,  shows  only  a  portion  of 
Me  Bruneau  River  drainage,  and  does  not  Identify  the  Streams  in  the  CJ.  Strike  Reservoir  watershed 
Section  3.62.1  needs  to  be  researched  and  rewritten. 

Pg.  3-67  states  for  Ait.  D:  “Currently,  there  is  no  perennial  stream  at  the  proposed  site;..."  Clover 
Creek,  East  Fork  Bruneau  Canyon  is  adjacent  to  the  Alt  D  site,  is  a  tributary  to  the  Bruneau  River  and  it  a 
perennial  stream.  Clover  Creek  Is  less  than  2.5  nautical  miles  from  the  30-acre  Industrial  Complex  Targe:  in 
Alt.  D.  Ftrdmg  training  ordinance  and  chaff  outside  of  the  12.000  acre  EVA  at  SCR  is  an  Indication  that 
misfired  training  ordinance  or  chaff  could  directly  impact  Clover  Creek  if  Alt.  D  is  selected  for  the  proposed 
tactical  training  range.  See :  pg  2-3$,  Figure  13-6 

Pg.  3-09  states:  “Sheep  Creek  provides  another  dominant,  deep  narrow  canyon  north  of  the  confluence 
of  the  Bruneau  and  Jarbidge  rivers."  East  Fork  Bruneau  Canyon,  Clover  Creek  also  provides  another 
dominant,  deep  narrow  canyon  north  of  the  confuence  of  Me  Bruneau  and  Jarbidge  rivers  and  Sheep  Creek 
The  lower  portion  of  the  East  Fork  Bruneau  Canyon,  Clover  Creek  is  in  a  USA.  an  ACEC,  VRM  Class  I  and 
aha  in  ROI  Two.  Sec:  Pg.  3-226,  Figure  3.10-4.  Finding  training  ordinance  and  chaff  outside  of  the 
SF-5  12.000  acre  EVA  at  SCR  is  an  Indication  that  misfired  training  ordinance  or  chaff  could  directly  impact 
Clover  Creek  If  Alt.  D  is  selected  for  the  proposed  tactical  training  range. 

This  ET1-DEIS  continues  to  ignore  the  significance  of  the  East  Fork  Bruneau  Canyon.  Clover  Creek  and  the 
close  proximity  of  Alt.  D  to  a  perennial  stream.  Qovtr  Creek  is  test  than  2  S  nautical  milej  from  the  30-acre 
Industrial  Complex  Target  in  Aft.  D.  See:  pg  7-3 1,  Figure  7.3-6 

rPg.  3-256  incorrectly  Identifies  the  East  Fork  Bruneau  Canyon,  Clover  Creek  as  the  East  Fork  of  the 
Bruneau  River  and fails  to  mention  the  tower  reaches  of  the  East  Fork  are  in  VRM  Class  l.  Set:  Figure 


[Pg.  3-256  mo 
Bruneau  Riv 
3.11-5 

[Pg.  3-215,  Fi| 
them 


Pg.  3-215,  Figure  3.10-1  and  pg.  3-217,  Figure  3.10-2  Need  to  have  roads  and  communities  identified  on 


[4.6  WATER  RESOURCES  2nd  pg.  states'  “Duriog  the  siting  process,  major  water  sources,  such  as 
the  East  Fork  of  the  Bruneau  River  shown  below,  were  avoided."  u£asr  Fork  of  the  Bruneau  River M  is 
incorrect,  ft  is  called  East  Fork  Bruneau  Canyon.  Clover  Creek.  Abutting  Ah.  D  to  the  rim  of  the  East  Fori 
Bruneau  Canyon.  Clover  Creek  Is  not  avoiding  Impacts  to  this  major  water  source.  Finding  training 

[ordinance  and  chaff  outside  of the  12.000  acre  EVA  at  SCR  Is  an  indication  that  misfired  training  ordmanct 
or  chaff  could  end  up  in  Clover  Creek  if  Alt.  D  is  selected  for  the  proposed  tactical  training  range.  Clover 
Creek  is  less  than  2.5  nautical  mites  from  the  30-acrt  Industrial  Complex  Target  in  Alt.  D.  See:  pg  2-38, 
Figure  2.3-6 


Comments  In  Support  of  ET1: 

•  Only  support  the  development  of  the  following  if  the  Air  Force  coordinates  oil  land  use  planning 
activities  with  Owyhee  County:  one(J).  640-acre  No-Drop  Target,  exclusive  use.  fenced  (wildl, ft  fence) 
andfJve(S).  5-acre  No- Drop  Targets,  exclusive  use.  fenced  (6'  chain  link)  Ten(10).  I -acre  emitter  sit  a. 
exclusive  use.  fenced (6' chain  link)  -and  twenty (20).  0.25-acre  emitter  sires,  temporary  use.  unfenced. 
No- Drop  Targets  must  not  affect  potentially  significant  archaeological  resources. 

In  these  designated  areas :  Recreation  would  be  prohibited  in  certain  areas.  Grating  would  be  restricted 
in  certain  areas  and  Military  activities  would  be  a  new  land  use.  See  •  pg.  2-40  through  2-50,  Figures 
2.3-8, 13-11,  7.3-12  andpg.  2-87,  7-88,  Table  2.5-1. 

•  Support  the  objectives  in  3.1  AIRSPACE-and  agree  that  the  proposed  airspace  additions  and  changes 
will  benefit  and  enhance  training  at  MHAFB.  See:  pg.  2-80,  Table  2.3-16  andpg.  2-69,  Figure  2.3- 
20,  Proposed  Airspace  Structure  and  pg.  2-82,  Table  2.5-1. 

•  Support  airspace  expansion  and  Increased  noise  levels  In  the  Jacks  Creek  WSAs  Monitoring  the 
affects  of  the  expansion  and  increased  noise  levels  on  wildlife,  the  human  wilderness  and  recreational 
experience  and  seasonal  restrictions  ore  requested  mitigation.  See:  pg.  2-89,  Table  2.S-1. 

•  Support  the  establishment  of  a  Military  Radar  Unit  (MRU)  at  MHAFB  -  ~ Cowboy  Control”.  See:  pg. 
3-12. 


Only  support  the  loss  of  federal  AUMs  and'or  State  AUMs  and  grazing  acreage  if 
compensation-mitigation  is  satisfactory  to  the  affected  permittee-lessee  See:  pg.  2-9],  Table  2.5-1. 

Pg.  2-34,  2J.I.5  Non-Project  Lands  states:  “To  the  estent  that  livestock  grazing  operations  are 
disrupted,  the  Air  Force  proposes  to  compensate  the  permittee  through  monetary  or  in-kind 

_  compensation  which  could  involve  acquisition  of  private  lands." 

Pg.  4-67  states:  “The  training  range...would  be  available  in  July  and  August  to  Uvestock;...Tbc  Air 
Force  loteods  to  permit  continued  grazing  on  land  inside  the  training  range  but  outside  the  primary 
ordnance  impact  areas."  Grazing  livestock  at  the  same  hot  season  time  each  year  a  not  good 
rangeland  management  and  will  create  an  economic  hardship  on  the  permittee.  This  hardship  will  be 
compounded  if  July  and  A  ugust  are  not  the  traditional  months  the  permittee  grazes  this  area 

Comments  of  Opposition  to  ET1: 

•  Oppose  the  creation  of  a  new  12,000  acre  tactical  training  range  located  in  Owyhee  County. 

t.  Land  withdrawal  is  not  consistent  with  Owyhee  County's  * Land  Vse  Plan”.  See:  pg.  3-222  and  3- 
223.  Alt.  B  withdraws  1 1,864  acres,  Alt.  C  withdraws  9,264  acres  and  Alt.  D  withdraws  11,269  acres. 
See:  pg.  2-88,  Table  7.  S- 1,  and  pg.  SI  and  5-2  (5.0  IRREVERSIBLE  AND  IRRETRIEVABLE 

_  COMMITMENT  OF  RESOURCES). 

I  Oppose  new  restricted  airspace  over  tactical  training  range.  See:  pg.  7-81,  Table  2.5-1. 

I  Oppose  the  Increased  noise  tesels  directly  above  and  in  the  new  restricted  airspace  associated  »tth 
each  of  the  alternatives.  Noise  levels  at  Ah  B  will  be  3.33  times  greater,  noise  levels  at  Alt.  C  will  be 
6.67  times  greater  and  noise  levels  at  Ah.  D  wilt  be  6  times  greater  than  current  average  noise  levels. 

See  ES  6  and  pg.  2-82,  Table  7.5-1. 

I.  Oppose  the  loss  of  over  500  acres  of  native  plant  communities  associated  with  each  of  the 

alternatives.  See:  pg.  2-86,  Table  2.5-1  and  pg.  3-93  through  pg.  3-99,  Table  3. 8-4, -5, -6  and  Figures 
3.8-3, -4, -5,  andpg.  5-t  end  2-2  (5.0  IRREVERSIBLE  AND  IRRETRIEVABLE  COMMITMENT 
OF  RESOURCES). 

f.  Oppose  the  loss  of  approximately  300  rare  plants  associated  with  Ah.  D.  See:  pg.  2-86,  Table  2.5-1 
andpg.  3-112 through  3-118,  andpg.  5-1  and  5-2  (5.0  IRREVERSIBLE  AND  IRRETRIEVABLE 
COMMITMENT  OF  RESOURCES). 

S  Oppose  the  Indirect  Impacts  on  1,87 5  to  7,609  acres  of  native  vegetation  associated  with  each  of  the 
alternatives  and  33  acres  of  wetlands  associated  with  Ah  C.  See  pg.  2-86,  Table  2.5-1  andpg.  3-93, 
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Table  3.6-4,  andpg.  5-1  and 5-2  (5.0  IRREVERSIBLE  AND  IRRETRIEVABLE  COMMITMENT 
OF  RESOURCES). 

Oppose  the  moderate  Impacts  human  presence  may  ha  ve  on  easily  disturbed  protected  and 
sensitive  wildlife  species  and  general  wildlife  species  associated  with  each  of  the  alternatives.  See:  pg. 
2*86,  2-87,  Table  2.5-1  andpg.  3-125  through  3-151,  andpg.  5-1  and  5-2  (5.0  IRREVERSIBLE 
AND  IRRETRIEVABLE  COMMITMENT  OF  RESOURCES). 

Oppose  the  potential  Indirect  impacts  that  could  affect  the  diversity  and  abundance  of  wildlife 
species  associated  with  each  of  the  alternatives.  See:  pg.  2-86,  Table  2.5-1  andpg.  3-152  through  3- 

186  andpg.  5-1  and  5-2  (5.0  IRREVERSIBLE  AND  IRRETRIEVABLE  COMMITMENT  OF 
RESOURCES* 

Oppose  the  affect  ground  disturbance  could  ha  ve  on  an  estimated  l  to  3  National  Register-eligible 
archaeological  sites  in  the  primary  ordinance  impact  area  of  Alt.  BandC  See:  pg.  2-87,  Table  2.5-1 
andpg.  3-195  through  3-212. 

9.  Oppose  the  affect  ground  disturbance  could  have  on  an  estimated  4  to  13  traditional  cultural 
resources  in  the  primary  ordinance  impact  area  of  Alt.  B  andC  See:  pg.  2-88,  Table  2.5-1  andpg.  3- 

187  through  3-195,  andpg.  5-1  and  5-2  (5.0  IRREVERSIBLE  AND  IRRETRIEVABLE 
COMMITMENT  OF  RESOURCES* 

l.  Oppose  the  toss  of  approximately  1  PJLT  revenues  for  Owyhee  County  associated  with  each  of 

the  alternatives.  See:  pg  2-90,  Table  2. 5-1. 

I  Oppose  the  toss  of primitive/semi-primitive  recreational  opportunities  associated  with  each  of  the 

alternatives.  See:  pg  3-254,  Figure  3.11-4,  and  pg.  4-224  andpg.  S-l  and  5-2  (5.0  IRREVERSIBLE 
AND  IRRETRIEVABLE  COMMITMENT  OF  RESOURCES* 

I  Oppose  the  closure  of  any  road  associated  with  each  of  the  alternatives.  See:  pg  4-224. 
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Jody  A.  (Craig)Trcmblay 

P.O.  Box  1206 

Twin  Falls,  ID  83303-1206 


September8,  1997 


U.S.  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Bo*  329 

Boise,  ID  83701-0329 

To  Whom  It  May  Concern: 

Again,  we  are  asked  to  give  comments  on  the  enhanced  Air  Force 
training  range.  My  opinion  on  the  matter  is  "NO!”  The  Air  Force  has 
publicly  stated  that  it  does  not  need  the  expansion.  That  should  be  the  final 
say,  as  far  as  I  am  concerned.  Last  week,  the  Defense  Department 
spokesman  said  that  they  knew  nothing  about  the  plan. 

The  expansion  will  infringe  on  a  beautiful,  secluded  recreational  area 
in  Idaho.  Idaho  already  has  to  contend  with  a  Government’s  blunder— the 
INEEL,  why  do  wc  have  to  take  on  another? 


Thank  you  for  extending  the  comment  period  and  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  ETl-DEJS.  Hopefully 
these  comments  are  written  dearly,  if  you  hove  questions  concerning  these  comments,  please  call. 


Cindy  L  Bachman 


Jody  A.  (Craig)  Tremblay 
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Beth  Workman 
723  Pierce 
Boise,  Idaho  83712 


1150  Eatt  Addison 
Twin  Falls,  ID  13301 
August  10,  1997 


Boise,  ID  13702-0329 


GE-1  Please  enter  my  objection  to  any  ewension  of  USAF  bombing  range  activities  in  Idaho.  In 
addition  please  reproduce,  in  your  report,  my  comment*  at  they  appeared  in  the  Twin  Falls 
TIMES-NE  WS,  page  A- 1 5.  this  date. 


2  cents  worth  on  political 
turkeys  (er,  representatives) 

Our  political  turkeys  are  now  officially 
on  vacation.  Crapo  got  a  plus  for  recycling 
hb  Mack  box  idea.  They  will  continue  to 
gobble  about  all  Ihey  have  accomplished. 
Balderdash! 

Just  what  have  they  done  for  us  lately? 
We  pay  each  of  them  about  SI  1,000  a 
month  plus  the  kind  of  perks  that  made 
Steve  Simms  a  millionaire.  They  have 
plans  for  another  of  those  “I  didn’t  vote  for 
h"  pay  raises.  So,  it  is  valid  to  ask  what  do 
we  get  for  our  money  before  they  steal  sny 
more  money. 

Our  turkeys  have  taken  lying  lessons 
from  the  Air  Force  so  they  know  better 
than  to  challenge  the  Castleford  school 
sonic  boom  eoverup.  In  Nevada,  the 
politicians  have  forced  the  Navy  to  pay  for 
flattened  buildings.  Not  in  Idaho! 

Thirty  million  dollars  has  gone  into  just 
studying  the  bombing  range  boondoggle. 

Do  Batt,  Crapo,  Craig  or  Ktmpthome 
care?  Ask  them!  Listen  to  the  nonsense 
our  turkeys  spout  about  freedom.  They  are 
talking  about  Ihcir  freedom  to  wheel  and 
deal,  not  our  freedom  to  enjoy  the  Owhyee 
Desert.  They  lie  a  lot. 

The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  report 
On  the  Nevada  bombing  range  describes  a 
disaster  that  our  turkeys  would  happily 
duplicate  in  Idaho  for  the  agreed-upon  fee 


FUh  and  Came  has  finally  surprised  us 
by  releasing  a  critical  report  on  the 
proposed  boondoggle.  There  art  just  too 
many  bad  facts  for  the  staff  to  ignore,  «ven 
as  Bart  throws  s  tantrum  and  continues  to 
lie. 

The  budget-accord  signing  at  the  White 
House  prompts  me  to  ask  Larry  Craig  if  hb 
mother  didn’t  teach  him  that  if  you  sleep 
with  dogs  you  get  fleas. 

The  Auger  Falls  fiasco  is  begging  for  a 
politician  with  some  moral  fiber  and  back¬ 
bone.  Aik  them!  They  have  said  they  are 
powerless.  We  should  make  each  one  of 
them  truly  powerless  next  time  we  vote. 

The  Air  Force  has  extended  the  comment 
period  on  the  bombing  range  boondoggle* 
until  September  I*.  Please  express  your 
opinion  on  a  postcard  addressed  to 
USAF/BLM,  Box  329.  Boise,  ID  13702- 
0329. 

Incidentally,  would  you  like  to  hire  away 
any  of  our  turkeys  for  563.46  an  hour  plus 
perks?  Please  do,  they  are  all  for  sale  to 
the  highest  bidder.  If  you  could  see  your 
way  clear  to  hire  them  for  menial  tasks, 
they  would  drop  the  bombing  range  hot 
potato. 

I’ve  offered  my  two  cents! 


United  States  Air  Force 
P0  Box  329 

Boise,  Idaho  83701-0329 
September  8, 1997 


GE-1  I  if"  writing  because  I  am  totally  against  the  proposed  bombing  range  in  the  Owyhee  Caryonlands.  It  is  unbe¬ 
lievable  that  the  Air  Force  wants  to  desecrate  this  beautiful  part  of  our  country.  What  for?  We  have  enough 
bombing  ranges!  It  doesn't  make  any  sense! 

there  is  no  need  for  this  bombing  range.  The  6A0  report  and  the  DEpartmerrt  of  Defense  substantiates  this.  This 
beautiful  area  deserves  to  be  protected  not  destroyed. 

If  this  range  is  so  imperative  to  the  future  of  Mountain  Home,  I  suggest  you  locate  it  next  to  the  Mountain 
Home  Air  force  Base.  It's  already  a  wasteland.  Then  the  Mountain  Home  bombing  range  boosters  would  be  close 
enough  to  appreciate  the  beauty  of  what  they've  created. 
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Jeff  Swanstfum 
723  Pierce 
Boise,  ID  83712 


US  Air  Force/Bureau  o f  land  Mgmt 

PO Box  329 

Boise,  ID  83701*0329 

September  5, 1997 


GE-1  Dear  Sirs: 

Enclosed  are  comments  on  the  proposed  training  range  In  southern  Idaho. 

Firsl  let  me  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  and  l  hope  you  consid¬ 
er  each  Individual's  viewpoints  carefully  as  many  people  consider  this  special 
part  of  Idaho  their  backyard. 

My  comments  are  directed  towards  the  planning  process  and  the  history  of  the 
Air  Force  proposals  In  southern  Idaho  over  the  last  ten  years. 

The  firsl  proposal  1  recollect  was  a  massive  land  withdrawal  proposed  in  the 
southern  desert  including  the  Brunei  u/)arbldge  river  canyons,  the  high  desert 
plateaus  of  Three  Creek  and  the  East  Fork  Bruneau  River  area.  After  a  horrendous 
public  outcry,  the  proposal  was  scaled  back.  However,  It  still  was  recognized  as 
a  'land  grab*  to  tie  up  public  lands  for  a  very  special  purpose.  This  was  recog¬ 
nized  by  cattlemen,  conservationists,  sportsmen,  Indian  peoples  and  the  general 
public  for  what  It  was  and  was  later  dismissed  by  the  Air  Force.  Interestingly 
enough,  an  isolated  parcel,  a  'satellite  site'  was  also  proposed  at  this  time  west 
of  Highway  51  in  the  Dickshooter  canyon  and  plateau  area. 


The  citizens  of  Bruneaw-Candview  were  treated  to  a  realistic  'Fly  Over*  by 
Jets  In  an  exercise  to  demonstrate  the  noise  and  effect  of  direct  fly  overs,  back  in 
the  first  proposal  several  years  ago.  The  fees  come  In  low  and  supersonic  and  lit¬ 
erally  shook  people  standing  on  the  ground.  We  were  appalled  by  noise  of  the 
exercise  and  it  was  obvious  the  people  saw  the  true  impacts  of  Air  Force  fly¬ 
overs  after  the  ensuing  public  outcry.  There  Is  no  getting  around  die  fact  that 
supersonic  flights  are  very  upsetting  to  traditional  users.  After  all  the  controversy 
the  Air  Force  retreated  with  a  sound  defeat.  But  low  and  behold  the  taxpayers 
were  treated  to  a  new  proposal  within  the  Owyhee  Canyonlands  a  short  two 
years  later.  This  proposal  included  the  original  'satellite*  bombing  range  on 
Dickshooter  Ridge  as  well  as  extensive  air  space  additions  and  low  level  flight 
ceilings  in  existing  MOA’s.  In  addition  we  had  a  target  zone  proposed  south  of 
die  East  Fork  of  the  Owyhee.  I  bring  this  historical  perspective  because  the  cur¬ 
rent  proposal  «  basically  the  same  and  it  really  upsets  me  that  I  have  to  continue 
to  fight  an  agency  over  the  same  issue  and  proposals  year  after  year.  The  Air 
force  has  the  budget  and  dollars  to  pay  professionals  to  plan,  lobby  and  create 
additional  proposals  year  after  year  while  people  like  me  who  enjoy  the  country 
can't  afford  to  continue  to  spend  time  fighting  our  own  government. 

In  summary,  I  vehemently  oppose  the  expanded  training  area  as  proposed  in 
die  draft  ElS.  I  feel  the  Air  Force  Is  misleading  the  public  as  to  the  true  nature  of 
their  proposal.  Please  consider  my  comments  and  decide  that  no  recommenda¬ 
tion  be  allowed  for  expanded  training. 

Thank  you. 

If. ^ 

Jeff  Swanstrum 


Unfortunately,  today's  proposal  is  right  back  within  the  boundaries  of  the  origi¬ 
nal  bombing  range  proposal  northwest  of  the  Bruneau/Jarbidge  river  system. 
Herein  lies  a  very  basic  and  unacceptable  fact  The  Air  Force  planners  are 
attempting  to  disguise  the  land  grabs  by  using  isolated  emitter  and  bombing  tar¬ 
get  sites  spread  over  a  large  geographic  area.  So  what  happens  b  that  the  planes 
fly  the  entire  'target  site',  emitter  site  area  and  actually  Impact  the  entire  geo¬ 
graphic  area  the  same  way  as  if  the  Air  Force  tied  up  the  entire  areas  as  in  the 
original  proposal.  The  argument  is  that  public  access  to  historical  uses,  such  as 
hunting,  river  running,  cattle  grazing  and  general  public  travel  will  be  unaffected 
with  the  current  proposal.  This  Is  utter  bullshit.  With  the  domination  of  the  land¬ 
scape  by  training  jet  exercises,  the  noise  and  associated  development  of  emitter 
and  target  sites,  the  dominant  land  use  becomes  Air  Force  training  and  all  other 
uses  suffer  greatly.  This  proposal  b  as  bad  or  worse  than  the  original  proposal 
because  It  attempts  to  dupe  the  public  as  to  the  real  use  by  the  Air  Force. 
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SIERRA  CLUB 

MIDDLE  SNAKE  GROUP 

P.O.Box  552  •  Boise,  Idaho  83701 

Sheila  Widnall 

Secretary,  US  Air  Force 

US  Air  Force  /  Bureau  of  Land  Management 

POBox  329 

Boise  ID  83701-0329 


GE-2  Deir  Widnall 

On  behalf  of  the  Sierra  Qub,  we  would  like  to  comment  on  the  "Enhanced 
Training  in  Idaho"  draft  environmental  impact  statement.  We  support  only  the 
No  Action  Alternative  outlined  in  the  DEIS  and  strongly  oppose  any  of  the  other 
alternatives  offered  in  your  proposal. 

We  wish  to  Incorporate  by  reference  the  comments  submitted  by  the  Owyhee 
Canyonlands  Coalition,  which  specify  in  detail  the  many  objections  our  members 
and  allies  have  against  this  expanded  bombing  range  and  supersonic  wargames 
battlefield  being  developed  in  Idaho.  In  addition  to  those  comments,  our  group 
feels  it  is  necessary  to  stress  some  of  our  fundamental  objections  to  this 
unnecessary  and  unwarranted  incursion  upon  wildlife  and  recreation. 

The  Sierra  Qub,  as  a  national  conservation  organization,  consists  of 
approximately  600,000  members.  National  and  local  Gub  members  have  ted 
numerous  outings  into  the  area  effected  by  this  bombing  range  proposal.  Our 
members  hike,  hunt,  camp,  fish,  and  taft  all  over  the  portions  of  southwest  Idaho 
and  associated  areas  crossing  into  Nevada  and  Oregon  that  will  be  effected  by 
your  proposal.  These  are  our  public  lands  that  you  wish  to  destroy. 

[This  bombing  range  expansion  is  nbt  needed,  with  ample  existing  training- 
PN*I  I  •  vail  able  nearby  at  the  Utah  Test  and  Training  Center  and  Nellis  AF  Base  in 
[Nevada.  This  proposal  is  just  a  convenience  for  pilots,  saving  15  minutes  flight 
PN-18  Dj™  each  way.  You  argue  the  action  saves  fuel,  yet  plan  daily  refueling  exercises 
over  Idaho  as  part  of  the  proposal,  dearly  negating  the  daim  of  saving  fuel.  This 
is. a  waste  of  taxpayer  money.  General  Peck  has  previously  stated,  "We  are  the 
most  combat  ready  unit  anywhere  in  the  world  right  now."  This  Is  only  an 
enhancement,  a  wish  list,  a  land  grab,  not  a  matter  of  necessity  for  matters  of 
["national  defense.  Even  the  findings  of  an  auditor’s  report  issued  by  the  Inspector 
[  General  of  the  Department  of  Defense  in  1995  conduded  the  range  Is  not 
PN-14  I  necessary  for  these  same  reasons.  ‘Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base  will  not  dose 
f  without  the  bombing  range,  a  myth  exploited  during  the  last  attempt  for  this 
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expansion.  No  need  has  ever  been  justified,  although  a  national  needs  assessment 
has  been  called  for  by  Senator  Harry  Reid  of  Nevada. 

This  expansion  is  not  just  about  the  actual  dummy  bomb  drop  site,  which  is 
12,000  acres,  enough  of  an  impact  in  itself  to  call  for  opposing  the  proposal.  It's 
bad  enough  to  drop  those  incendiary  devices  on  the  dry,  fire-prone  desert.  But 
the  supersonic  wargames  battlefield  expansion  also  involves  large  increases  in 
the  amount  of  aluminum  chaff  and  flares  dropped,  up  to  50%  in  some  areas, 
significantly  increasing  pollution  and  the  chances  of  fire,  fires  that  could  destroy 
critical  wildlife  habitat,  grazing  opportunities  for  public  lands  permittees  and 
recreational  opportunities.  The  battlefield  expansion  involves  30  emitter  sites 
and  several  no  drop  zones  scattered  across  the  desert  floor,  subjecting  the  area  to 
fragmentation  of  habitat  and  most  likely  increased  military  operations 
development  on  those  sites  at  a  later  date.  Most  importantly,  it  involves  over 
three  million  acres  of  flight  space,  with  low  level  and  supersonic  flights  and 
deafening  sonic  booms  increasing  over  our  public  lands  in  Idaho,  Oregon  and 
Nevada.  In  short,  the  entire  area  will  be  turned  into  a  huge  supersonic  wargames 
battlefield  for  your  convenience  and  to  the  detriment  of  everyone  else. 


LU-16 

HZ-2 


LU-6 


NO-11 


The  noise  impacts  alone  will  be  devastating.  Air  Force  studies  that  attempt  to 
minimize  noise  impacts  through  misleading  information  and  erroneously  drawn 
conclusions  have  been  proven  to  be  insufficient  The  department’s  own 
Environment  Safety  and  Occupational  Health  Strategies  Plan  concludes  that  no 
“current  studies  accurately  gage  the  effects  of  the  noise  from  the  sonic  booms  and 
noise  levels  on  people,  recreation  and  wildlife.  The  noise  studies  dted  in  the 
DEIS  are  shown  to  be  inadequate,  an  apples -and -oranges  comparison  of  urban 
air  noise  with  other  noises  like  trains,  compared  to  jet  noise  in  a  rural,  quiet  area. 
Further,  the  baseline  data  for  the  pre-existing  level  of  noise  is  inaccurate.  It 
_jhould  use  data  from  before  1992,  when  the  composite  wing  was  brought  in 
Instead,  you  improperly  ignore  cumulative  impacts  from  the  composite  wing. 
This  was  largely  the  basis  for  the  lawsuit  that  stopped  the  Air  Force’s  last  attempt 
at  the  expanded  bombing  range. 


BI-30 

BI-20 

BI-12 


Wildlife  and  their  habitat  will  be  seriously  and  irrevocably  harmed  by  the 
increased  noise,  developments,  roads  and  enclosures  created  by  the  proposal. 
These  Canyonlands  are  home  to  California  Big  Horn  sheep,  whose  numbers  have 
dramatically  decreased  recently  from  previous  military  operations.  Studies  dted 
_by  the  Air  Force  on  noise  and  flight  effects  to  sheep  are  outdated  and  inadequate. 
No  studies  for  sage  grouse  have  been  made  or  suggested,  while  sage  grouse 
populations  have  declined  as  much  as  93%  in  some  areas.  Biological  surveys  on 
“deer,  antelope  and  other  big  game  are  not  even  scheduled  until  this  winter,  after 
the  fact  to  say  the  least,  since  the  final  E1S  is  scheduled  for  release  prior  to  studies 
_being  completed.  The  diverse  ecosystem  of  die  Owyhee,  Bruneau  and  Jarbidge 
Canyonlands  and  the  associated  uplands  are  home  and  habitat  for  a  diversity  of 
other  species  as  well,  including  golden  eagles,  falcons,  chukar,  deer  and  elk. 

They  will  all  be  negatively  impacted  by  the  supersonic  wargames  battlefield. 


THE  WILDERNESS  SOCIETY 

September  8,  1997 
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U.S.  Air  Force 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  329 

Boise,  ID  83701 


Chaff  emitted  from  the  increased  number  of  planes  exacerbates  a  growing  illegal 
pollution  problem  on  these  public  lands  and  is  potentially  a  serious  health  risk 
for  humans  and  wildlife.  The  billions  of  aluminum  coated  fibers  can  effect  water 
quality  and  air  quality  by  ingestion  or  inhalation.  We  demand  an  independent 
scientific  study  be  conducted  on  chaffs  effects  to  humans  and  wildlife  before  any 
additional  chaff  is  dropped.  The  dummy  bombs  contain  Titanium  Tetrachloride, 
a  toxic  chemical  whose  effects  are  not  well  enough  known  and  need  further 
_study  as  well. 

Wilderness  values  will  be  diminished  severely  by  noise,  also  causing  aesthetic 
.visual  and  physical  pollution.  The  proposal  calls  for  an  extension  of  the  existing 
"military  operating  area  to  indude  the  Jack's  Creek  Wilderness  Study  Area.  This 
WSA  is  a  primary  target  area  by  Sierra  Club  and  other  conservationists  and 
sportsmen  for  permanent  land  protection  status.  The  integrity  of  that  WSA 
.would  be  destroyed  by  the  sonic  booms  and  low  level  flights  planned  for  the 
area.  Recreational  values  for  hikers,  hunters  and  solitude  seekers  in  Jade's  Creek 
WSA  would  also  be  taken  away  by  this  proposed  battlefield  expansion. 
Remember,  these  are  our  public  lands.  We  should  not  have  to  go  elsewhere  to 
recreate ,  the  Air  Force  should  go  to  existing  nearby  areas  to  train. 

This  is  most  likely  only  the  beginning  of  the  Air  Force's  development  of  these 
lands  and  use  of  the  airspace  above.  The  illegal  expansion  of  the  Grasmere 
Electronic  Emitter  site,  legalized  only  retroactively  by  the  BLM,  is  just  one 
example  of  the  Air  Force’s  long  term  intentions.  The  Grasmere  site  is  now  an 
industrial  scar  on  the  desert  landscape.  The  Air  Force  plans  to  bring  in  other 
branches  of  military  service  and  foreign  military  operations  as  well  to  train  over 
the  fragile  Canyonlands.  Those  agendes  will  not  be  held  accountable  by  even  the 
same  loose  regulations  the  Air  Force  has  said  they  will  act  under. 

In  conclusion,  these  three  million  acres,  most  of  which  are  our  public  lands,  are  a 
treasure  to  our  Idaho  quality  of  life.  They  contain  an  abundant  diversity  of 
wildlife  and  vegetation.  They  are  home  to  the  centuries  old  culture  and  modem 
day  people  of  the  Shoeshone-Paiute  tribes.  They  are  a  major  recreation  spot  to 
Boi scans  and  others  from  around  the  region.  The  bottom  line  is:  Idaho  is  too 
great  to  bomb!  We  as  a  sodety  need  to  help  protect  Idaho’s  deserts,  for  our 
families  and  for  our  futures!  Therefore,  we  demand  that  you  implement  the  no 
action  alternative  in  this  DEIS  and  permanently  abandon  any  further  similarly 
destructive  attempts  to  expand  this  supersonic  wargames  battlefield  and 
bombing  range  over  Idaho’s  desert  canyonlands. 


Sincerely, 


Conservation  Organizer 


001201 


f/Df 


GE-2  Dw  USAF, 

1  am  writing  to  express  concern  over  your  proposal  to  expand  the  USAF  Bombing  Range  in 
the  Owyhee  Canyonlands.  Your  argument  that  expansion  would  give  pilots  a  more  realistic 
training  experience  seems  frivolous  when  you  consider  the  potentially  devastating  effects  on 
fish  and  wildlife,  public  health,  and  quality  of  life  of  surrounding  neighbors. 

The  area  contains  approximately  one  quarter  of  the  California  Bighorn  Sheep  population  in 
the  United  States.  When  the  USAF  first  began  supersonic  flights  and  flare  dropping  in  1993, 
the  Owyhee  Canyonlands  bighorn  sheep  population  dropped  by  a  staggering  30  percent.  The 
Owyhee  Canyonlands  Is  also  home  to  golden  eagles,  peregrine  falcons,  pronghorn  antelope, 
mule  deer,  elk,  cougar,  sage  grouse  and  many  species  of  fish. 

You  reportedly  plan  to  drop  aluminum  chaff  and  bombs  containing  Titanium  Tetrachloride. 

[A  U.S.  Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services  study  indicates  exposure  to  this  chemical 
negatively  impacts  human  health.  Yet  you  have  chosen  to  minimize  or  overlook  such 
evidence.  It  is  extremely  careless  to  introduce  foreign  materials  into  an  environment  without 
seriously  considering  possible  ramifications.  This  has  been  proven  many  times  in  the  past. 

Furthermore,  the  Owyhee  is  a  nigged,  spectacularly  beautiful  place.  People  come  to  enjoy 
the  peace  that  the  scenery  and  wildlife  provides.  Tbe  noise  produced  by  air  flight  and  sonic 
booms  destroys  this  calm  for  both  visitors  and  residents. 

Brigadier  General  Ken  Peck  told  Times-News  newspaper  at  Twin  Falls  that  *we  are  the  most 

t combat  capable  unit  anywhere  in  tbe  world.”  If  this  is  so,  then  why  do  you  need  to  expand 
the  Bombing  Range?  You  are  more  than  efficient  without  expansion.  1  urge  you  to 
withdraw  your  proposal. 

Sincerely, 

9c/U^Pe<sJ4 

Robert  T.  Perschel 
Regional  Director 
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MEMORANDUM 


Dale: 

From: 

Subject: 


June  9, 1997 

Chairman  Paiva,  Shoshone-Paiute  Tribes  of  the  Duck  Valiev  Reservation 
PO  Box  2 1 9,  Owyhee,  NV  89832 

Comments  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DE1S)- 
Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho  (ET1)  Proposal 

To:  US  Air  Porce/Bureau  of  Land  Management,  PO  Box  329,  Boise,  ID, 

83701-0329 

Capt.  Melissa  Miller,  3S6  G unfighter  Ave.  Ste.  152,  Mountain  Home 
AFB, ID 

A  review  of  the  DEIS  has  been  conducted  and  of  Alternatives  A,  B,  C,  and  D,  Alternative 
A  (No- Action),  appearj  to  have  fewer  negative  impacts  on  the  1 2  environmental 
resources  analyzed  in  the  study.  For  this  reason,  Alternative  A  is  the  preferred 
alternative  by  the  Shoshone-Paiute  Tribes.  The  Shoshone-Paiute  Tribes  highly  value  the 
preservation  of  all  environmental  resources. 

With  regard  to  cultural  resources,  the  effects  of  the  alternatives  on  traditional 
Shoshone-Paiute  cultural  activities  is  currently  under  ethnographic  study.  This  study 
should  be  completed  in  the  coming  year.  The  Tribes  reserve  the  right  and  intend  to 
comment  further  on  the  DEIS  upon  completion  of  this  study. 

The  Shoshone-Paiute  Tribes  feel  that  the  existing  Saylor  Creek  Range  and  the  remote 
ranges  are  sufficient  in  space  to  provide  the  needed  training  areas.  These  areas  have 
already  been  exposed  to  advene  impacts  and  should  continue  to  be  used  for  their 
designated  purposes.  If  the  Saylor  Creek  Range  docs  not  provide  for  realistic  training 
opportunities,  surely  it  can  be  modified  to  meet  the  requirements  for  realistic  training. 

Although  the  Tribes  understand  the  hardship  imposed  upon  military  personnel  when 
they  must  be  deployed  to  train  at  remote  ranges,  military  personnel  must  remember 
that  deployment  is  a  way  of  life  for  the  military.  Military  personnel  must  also 
remember  that  they  signed  an  oath  when  they  volunteered  to  serve  in  the  military. 

Upon  signing  this  oath,  each  member  swore  to  "obey  the  orders  of  the  President  of  the 
United  States  and  the  orders  of  the  officers  appointed  over  me”.  When  military 
personnel  are  deployed  they  are  ordered  to  do  so  by  their  Commanding  Officer.  If 
military  personnel  do  not  want  to  deploy  then  they  should  resign  from  the  military. 


John  B  Swumod 
S400e*<UMiBv4  I 


O0JL204 


•  39*1- #1x1  . 


*?'*’* W  a  ^  ^ il\  -VA 

5^3^  “  i 

j(  ......  —  j 

»  if 


CU-14 


The  Tribes  also  understand  that  training  at  remote  ranges  costs  money.  We  know  it 
would  be  more  efficient  to  train  closer  to  home,  but  we  are  sure  that  your  Commander 
m  Chief,  President  Clinton,  provides  you,  the  Air  Force,  with  enough  money  to  pay  for 
any  needed  training  missions. 

In  conclusion,  the  Shoshone-Paiute  Tribes  still  consider  the  southern  portion  of  Idaho  to 
be  their  homeland  and  do  not  recognize  the  1985  U.S.  Supreme  Court  decision 
regarding  the  Treaty  of  Ruby  Valley  (1863).  As  far  as  the  Tribes  are  concerned,  that 
decision  was  not  very  efficient.  Our  aboriginal  title  to  Southern  Idaho  was  never 
extinguished  because  the  Bruneau  and  Boise  treaties  were  never  ratified  in  Congress 
nor  was  it  extinguished  by  the  Executive  Order  of  1877  establishing  the  Duck  Valiev 
Reservation. 

If  you  have  questions  regarding  the  Tribes’  position,  please  feel  free  to  contact  either 
myselr  o^Terry  Gibson  57-3211. 

airman,  Shoshone-Paiute  Tribes  of  the  Duck  Valley 
Vice-Chairman,  Council  Members 
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September  1, 1997 

USAF/BLM 
P.O.  BOX  329 
Boise,  ID  $3701 

GE-2  The  USAF  ween  to  turn  Southwestern  Idaho  into  t  npenooic battlefield.  You  tell  ui  rhas  the  Bombing 

Range  would  Impact  only  t  men  12,000  sets.  [a  Net  more  thin  three  million  seres  of  southwest  Idaho,  southeast 
Oregon  aad  northern  Nevada  would  be  included  in  the  system  of  electronic  combat  sad  bombing  range*. 

The  Owyhee  Canyoolaads.  m  the  hart  of  your  proposed  military  mining  tinge;  is  an  abundant.  Hodrvme 
KgHjn  of  tolling  plaiaaui  art  by  dramatic  canyons.  The  ana  contain  candidate  wild  and  scenic  rivers,  more  that  13 
Wilderness  Study  Arwai,  om  quarter  of  the  California  Bighorn  Sheep  population  in  the  United  State*,  gulden  eagles, 
peregrine  falcon*.  pronghorn  tala  lop*,  toole  deer,  aDt,  cougar,  sage  grouse  aad  many  other  (peeks  of  wildlife, 
j —  The  Air  Face's  own  Environment.  Safety  sad  Occupational  Health  Strategics  ?l*a  states  that  there  are 

I  currently  no  sfcidiee  that  truly  determine  be  effects  of  noise  levels,  a  wnic  boom*.  iiqpersaok  operation*  aad  subsonic 
NO-1 1 1  opcmk,ia  00  h’-gun<-  animal*,  or  structures.  Yet,  even  withom  the  availability  of  this  fendanwitti]  tnWssooo. 

you  claim  chat  yon  have  ftilly  evaluated  eU  efSeti  your  proposal  on  the  Owybee  Canyonlaada.  This  simply  cannot 

"  The  base  Wvela  you  use  for  enmparjon  In  (ha  NOISE  sections  of  the  DEIS  am  levels  natebUshed  since  the 
addition  of  the  Compost*  Wing  1992.  la  ordar  in  am?ly  widt  NEPA,  an  analysis  of  cusniladve  effects  is  inquired. 
Thereftne,  the  none  analysis  to  your  PEP  shmild  have  been  based  oo  pte-1992  use  level*.  Your  attempt  to 
beremen tally  impact  this  are*  without  a  only  ewrolariv*  analysis  it  entirely  unacceptable. 

I”".  .  A“(h"k*r  (of  many)  that  yon  have  Nikd  to  bebde  in  your  Inspect  Statement  has  to  do  with  taaie 


DP-7 


HZ-2 


PR-23 


PN-1 


12,000  aero  drop  rite.  Yoa  have  contuaially  da  wnpUyed  aad  maimaed  the  effect  of  these  bond**,  u  well  •» 

posemiaj  health  risk*  associated  wuh  chaJt  A  K&dy  conducted  by  the  US  Department  of  Health  and  Hunan 

An  adduicmal  issue  of  concern  the  has  been  glossed  over  by  ihe  Air  Force,  is  that  no  matter  how  many 
premises  you  make  regarding  airspace,  environments!  concerns,  noise,  esc,  there  an  no  assurances  that 
prombes  will  apply  to  other  branches  of  she  miliary  or  foreign  flyers  that  will  be  oring  your  boobing  range.  In 
fact  you  have  in?  lied  that  you  will  not  take  rtsponribiHiy  lor  other  branches  of  lie  miliary  or  foreign  aimed  fteett 
^toviud  to  practice  w  games  at  ym«  new  and  improved  training  range. 

~  Finally,  by  theyourown  sdmiaticn.  Cri*  plan  is  not  needed  to  ave  Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base.  If* 

notneedod.  If  s  net  warned.  Ifs  simply  not  good  ftw  the  lend,  the  wildlife  or  the  people  of  Idaho.  [oppose  all 
alternative*  referred  to  in  the  DEIS  and  I  raquest  as  ectemioo  of  the  comment  period  ao  that  others  might  have 
•dequite  opportunity  to  express  then  concerns.  or  in  the  alternative,  I  request  that  you  n-idafcaw  your  proposal 

RarpectlUly  robtnmed 
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U.S.Air  For e*/Bur**u  of  Land  MAft*g*m*ft t 
PO  32? 

Boift,  Idaho  83701 
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Mallory  Walker 


GE*1  C**ar  Recipient, 

r*i  E I S  for  Enhances  Training  Of  Pilot*  in  Idaho 
R*comm*ndi  NO  ACTION 

TM»  concern*  th*  propoal  to  u**  th*  Snak*  Rov*r  Canronlaoe* 
for  bombing  practice. 

?  Who  ar*  w*  planning  to  bomb? 

?  Why  ar*  wt  planning  to  bomb  something'5 

b*eau**  th*  land  ***ti*  barr*n  and  d^solat*'9 
b*c»u**  it  will  bring  f*d*nl  funding  to  Idaho* 
b*cau**  nothing  will  b*  h*rm*d‘» 

A*  a  nativ*  Owyh**  County  Idahoan,  m*y  I  r*1at*  *  f*w 
r*lativ*  lt*m*  About  th*  Air  Fore*  And  Owyh**  County? 

Mountain  Horn*  Airb***  wa*  d*v*1op*d  for  UJII  •< 
dynAmlting  wa*  *xt*n»iv*.  P*rm*n*ntly  *K*w*d  wa*  on*  of  th* 
*r  t»« i *n  b* 1 1  s  n* at  Or  and  Vi *w.  Thot •  w*  H •  *r *  *1 1  I *d  wi th 
th*  *ubt*rr*n*An  *y*t*m*  connecting  Y*ltow«ton*  And  th* 
CA«CAd*  R*ng*  (Scientific  African  *t  Al>. 

Do  w*  r*a!ly  Know  *nough  to  "»•**  with  Moth*r  NAtur*? 

Th*  pronghorn  *nt*)op*  w*r*  *traf*d  into  n#*r 
extinction  by  th*  pilot*  prACticing  with  no  l****ning 
Of  th*  Activity  Aft*r  r*p*At*d  complAint*.  UIa*  thl* 
*lAught*ring  ju*t  Another  buffalo  in  our  hi»tory? 

A  miftil*  »ilo  wa*  built  b*tw**n  CrAnd  Vi*w  And  CA»tl* 
Cr**K,  Th*  <ni  **i  1  *•  w*r*  r*mov*d,  r*plAC*d  with  rAdiOACtiw* 
mAt*r i *1  * •  Th*r*  ha*  b**n  no  monitoring  of  ground  wat*r  n*ar 
thl*  *lt*.  IS  th*r •  contaminAtlon?  For  hew  many  y*ar*? 

Th*  w*»tward  mov*m*nf  *nd  »*ttl*r*  found  th*  **g*  and  oth*r 
local  flora  w*r*  undig*»tibl*  by  cow*  and  hor***.  Hay, 
grxift,  gra**«*  di *pl ae*d  much  of  th*  nativ*  plant*.  Th*r* 
ar*  a  f *w  pock* t*  with  r»r*  plant*  wh*r*  ctrtaln  butt*rfll** 
migrat*  *aeh  y*ar  — th*  only  habitat  th*y  fr*qu*nt.  Tho** 
0*1iCAt«  poc K • t *  ar *  occurring  l*»*  oft*n  now.  Th*** 

*p t c I **  a r*  hard  pr****d  to  turuiv*  <***  Br**d1ev*,  CA 
Acad*my  of  Sclane**,  SF).  Shall  w*  again  play  th*  Godfather 
wh*n  w*  don't  Know  what  w*  ar*  doing? 

Why  do**  th*  U.S.  Air  Fore*  d*cid*  it  can  d***cr*t*, 
d*n i gr at* «  d*lib«rat*ly  d**troy  th*  ar*a,  dt*r*gard  and 
di*r**p*ct  th*  opinion*  o*  th*  G*n*ral  Accounting  Offic*, 
th*  I  n*p*c  tor  G*n*r*l  of  th*  0*pt  of  0*f*n«*,  EUo  County 
Cemmi**lon*r*,  and  th*  LOWLY  VOTERS  of  th*  ar*a, 
con **r v a 1 1  on  I » t *  *  hunt*r*  and  f i *h*rp*op 1 ♦ ,  Nativ* 

P*T>*r  i  can*,  riv*r  raft*r»* 

Why  not  1 1  *t#n  to  our  delightful  democratic  *od*ty? 

V*ry  truly  your*, 


L* i 1  a  Hinton  Andr***n 

18308  P*pp*r  St,  Ca*tr©  Va»l*y,  CA  ?434i 
510-582-8902 
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September  8, 1997 


United  Stttes  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 
PO  Box  329 
Boite.  ID  83701 

GE-2  To  Whom  It  May  Concern: 


I  have  jud  been  made  aware  of  the  comment  period  for  the  United  Stales  Air  Force  t 
proposal  to  create  (expand)  the  bombing  range  in  Southwest  Idaho. 

[Although  T  am  not  fully  conversant  with  all  of  the  issues  at  stake,  1  am  concerned  that  the 
impact  Statement  is  woeftdly  inadequate  and  that  there  Is  not  a  clear  need  for  this  specific  site 
demonstrated  by  the  United  States  Air  Force.  Further.  I  am  concerned  that  entities  beyond 
the  United  Sates  Air  Force  will  not  be  bound  by  the  same  restrictions  that  the  Air  Force  has 

C agreed  to  thus  far.  It  is  imperative  that  other  branches  of  the  military  service  and  foreign 
governments  abide  by  the  same  rules  as  the  Air  Force  for  the  use  of  this  property. 

I  would  appreciate  seeing  an  extended  period  of  time  to  comment  on  the  proposal  and  for  the 
United  States  Air  Force  to  more  adequately  address  issues  raised  in  the  environmental  impart 
Statement 


(Dictated  tut  not  read) 
Mallory  Walker 


cc:  Ms.  Sally  Wells 


001211 

Wilder ne^  River  Outfitters 

and  Trail  Expeditions,  Inc. 

J^^== 

August  29,  1997 

United  States  Air  Force 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
P  O  Box  329 
Boise  Id  *3701 

Dear  Air  Force/  BLM,  ..  .  tJ  ^ 

Please  find  enclosed  some  comments  regsrdtng  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho  Drart 

Enviror^t^^pan  StaMment.^  ^  ^  S(tte  of  Idaho  ^  permitted  by  the  Bureau  of  Land 

Management  to  guide  river  trips  on  the  Owyhee  River  and  Jarbidge/Bruneati  Rjveri.  I  have  been 

guiding  these  trips  since  1972.  .  .  .  _ 

The  Owyhee  and  Jirbidge/Bruneau  Rivers  offer  a  unique  recreation  experience  for  nver 
travelers  The  main  negative  aspect  of  these  trips  is  the  continuous  Jet  over  flight  ^particular  the 
low  level  flights  and  supersonic  flights.  The  idea  that  ETI  would  increase  the  number  of  these 
flights  is  not  compatible  with  any  quality  recreational  experience  Furthermore  the  idea  or  night 
maneuvers  and  use  of  planes  and  lights  will  surdy  degrade  the 

These  flights  and  the  associated  noise  also  seem  to  affect  the  California  Sheep.  A  group 
we  were  guiding  on  the  Owyhee,  were  watching  a  ewe  birthing  a  lamb,  just  below  Deep  Creek, 
about  halfway  through  the  birth  there  was  a  low  level  jet  over  flight  The  ewe  beame  nervous 
and  got  up  and  moved  several  times,  where  before  the  flight  she  had  been  more  calm  and  laid  in 
the  same  place  since  the  birthing  had  started  Anyway,  I  think  these  flights  and  noise  are 

irritating  move  than  just  people  .  . 

Other  issues  would  be  increased  road  building  and  access  would  have  a  negative  influence 
on  the  landscape,  and  ruin  the  remote  character  of  the  area 

If  I  had  to  pick  one  of  the  alternatives  from  the  drafl  it  would  have  to  be  alternative  A  • 

the  “no  action"  alternative.  .  #  „  . 

1  also  think  the  Jet*  have  some  major  shortcomings  in  tne  following  areas. 

1.  Noise  impact  on  canyon  users. 

2.  Noise  impact  on  wildlife 

3  Pollution  from  proposed  alternatives. 

4.  Accumulative  impacts 

3.  Complying  with  NEPA  Standards 

Some  suggestions  I  have  for  the  training  range: 

\  Locate  the  training  range  air  space  over  Mountain  Home,  so  the  people  enjoytng  the 
economic  benefit  of  Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base  can  also  enjoy  the  noise. 

2.  Minimum  altitude  for  jet  flights  over  the  canyon  lands  area  be  30.000  feel. 

3.  /  -  No  fly"  time  period  for  over  canyon  flights  of  April  1  -  June  30. 

/^H^^farthe-opportunity  to  comment. 
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BOISE,  IDAHO 

Tuesday,  June  3,  1997,  6:30  p.m. 


COLONEL  SWEENEY:  Good  evening.  We'd  like  co 
get  etarted  now.  So  eny  of  you  who  ere  attending 
the  public  hearing,  If  you  would  come  on  forward 
please  and  take  a  seat.  Thank  you. 

I  am  Colonel  Pat  Sweeney,  and  I'll  be  the 
presiding  officer  at  the  public  hearing  this 
evening.  This  is  the  public  hearing  on  the  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  Enhanced 
Training  in  Idaho,  or  ETI,  as  it's  abbreviated. 

This  hearing  is  being  held  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  the  National  Environmental 
Policy  Act  and  the  regulations  which  are  published 
by  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality.  The 
purpose  for  tonight's  hearing  is  to  receive  the 
public  comments,  that  is,  your  comments  on  the 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  commonly 
referred  to  as  BIS. 

Before  moving  forward  with  an  overview 
briefing,  I'd  like  to  explain  my  role  in  this 
hearing,  this  proceeding  this  evening.  I  am  a 
full-time  Air  Porce  military  judge.  I  am  currently 
assigned  to  Travis  Air  Force  Base.  California  as 


the  chief  circuit  military  judge.  My  usual  duties 
are  to  serve  as  a  presiding  judge  over  Air  Porce 
criminal  cases  throughout  the  western  third  of  the 
United  States.  I  am  not  assigned  co  Mountain  Home 
Air  Porce  Base  or  air  combat  command,  and  I've  had 
no  involvement  in  the  development  of  the  draft  EIS, 
and  I'm  not  here  to  act  as  a  legal  advisor  to  the 
Air  Force  representatives  or  to  speak  about  the  ETI 


I  can  tell  you  that  at  this  time,  »o  you 
understand  it,  my  role  as  the  presiding  officer  or 
the  hearing  officer  is  simply  co  ensure  that  we 
have  a  fair,  orderly,  and  impartial  hearing  and 
that  all  who  desire  to  be  heard  have  an  opportunity 
to  speak.  So  I  will  be  serving  as  an  Impartial 
moderator  of  this  hearing. 

The  hearing  will  be  conducted  in  two 
parts.  First,  Colonel  Billy  Richey  on  my  right, 
who  serves  as  the  director  of  staff  at  the  366th 
Wing  In  Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base,  will  make  a 
presentation  on  the  proposed  action  and  the 
alternatives,  an  overview  of  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act  and  the  Federal  Land 
Policy  and  Management  Act,  aa  well  as  a  summary  of 
the  potential  environmental  consequences  of  the 


The  second  part  of  this  hearing,  after  ve 
take  a  break,  will  be  your  opportunity  to  provide 
the  Air  Force  and  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
with  information  and  to  make  statements  for  the 
record.  The  input  from  you  will  give  the 
decision-makers  within  the  program  the  benefit  of 
your  knowledge  of  the  local  area  and  your  concerns 
about  this  environmental  analysis. 

Throughout  this  hearing,  I  ask  that  you 
keep  in  mind  that  this  public  hearing  is  not  a 
debate,  nor  is  it  a  popularity  vote  on  the  Draft 
EIS,  nor  is  It  primarily  designed  as  a  question  and 
answer  session,  although  legitimate  clarifying 
questions  asked  as  part  of  your  comments  may  be 


This  hearing  is  primarily  about  the 
adequacy  of  the  environmental  analysis  and  the 
environmental  impacts  associated  with  the  proposal* 
being  studied  by  the  Air  Force  and  the  cooperating 
agencies.  Concerns  about  nonenvironmental  issues 
shouldn't  be  raised  at  this  hearing.  They  will  not 
add  anything  to  the  record  and  will  simply  take 
away  time  from  others'  opportunities  to  provide  the 
Air  Force  analysis  of  their  environmental 


Now,  when  you  came  In  tonight,  you  should 
have  been  given  an  attendance  card  and  asked  co 
indicate  on  that  card  whether  you  desire  to  speak 
tonight.  If  you  did  not  fill  out  a  card  for  some 
reason  or  did  not  indicate  that  you  wanted  to  speak 
and  you  now  do  want  to  speak  and  be  heard  so  that 
your  comments  will  be  recorded  by  our  court 
reporter,  please  raise  your  hand  at  this  time  and 
we'll  make  sure  that  we  get  a  card  to  you  so  that 
you'll  have  that  opportunity. 

At  this  time,  I'd  like  to  put  up  the 
address.  Should  you  choose  to  submit  any  comments 
in  writing,  this  would  be  the  appropriate  place. 
What  I  mean  be  that  is  if  you  want  to  comment  on 
the  Draft  EIS  but  you  don't  choose  to  apeak 
tonight,  or  if  you  do  choose  to  speak  tonight  but 
you  want  to  make  additional  comment*,  you  may  elect 
to  provide  written  comments  tonight  or  by  mail  or 
input  your  comments  into  the  computers  that  are  out 
in  the  lobby  for  your  use.  And  we'll  give  you  a 
copy  of  your  comments  If  you  choose  to  do  that. 

The  written  comments  will  be  accepted 
through  the  mail  until  the  6th  of  August  1997  at 
the  address  that  is  shown  here  on  the  slide.  All 
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comments  made,  either  this  evening  or  «t  the 
subsequent  hearings  this  week  or  next  week  or 
provided  in  writing,  will  be  given  equal 
consideration , 

Before  we  move  forward  with  the  Air  Force 
briefing,  I'd  like  to  introduce  the  cooperating 
agency  representatives  who  are  attending  the 
hearing  tonight.  First,  Mr.  Jon  Poster  of  the 
Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Idaho  state  office;  and 
Mr.  Dave  Jett,  the  governor's  assistant  for 
military  affairs. 

At  this  time,  Colonel  Billy  Richey,  the 
wing  director  of  staff  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Force 
Base,  will  give  a  presentation. 

COLONEL  RICHEY:  Good  evening.  I  am  Billy 
Richey,  director  of  staff  for  the  366th  Ming  at 
Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base.  We  are  here  tonight 
to  receive  your  input  on  the  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  for  the  Air  Force's  proposal  on 
Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho. 

I  have  been  involved  in  aircrew  training 
for  27  years  and  directly  involved  in  Enhanced 
Training  in  Idaho  since  1995.  I  am  very  proud  of 
the  proposal.  It  represents  more  than  two  years  of 


continuous  dialogue  between  the  Air  Force  and  the 


community  of  Idaho. 

Our  objective  was  to  enhance  the 
frequency  and  realism  of  training  for  aircrews  at 
Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base,  and  we  also  wanted  to 
design  this  proposal  to  balance  the  Air  Force's 
operational  requirements  with  the  environmental 
factors  and  traditional  useB  of  the  land.  With 
these  things  in  mind,  we  created  a  proposal  to 
modify  and  slightly  expand  our  current  airspace  and 
create  a  new  range  with  a  minimum  amount  of  land. 

The  proposal  includes  a  12,000  acre 
tactical  training  range.  Within  this  12,000  range 
site,  there  would  be  small  25-pound  nonexplosive 
training  ordinance  which  would  be  dropped  on  only 
the  center  300  acres.  Aircrews  would  also  practice 
on  five  smaller  no-drop  sites.  One  of  these  sites 
would  be  640  acres.  The  other  four  sites  would  be 
a  small  five  acres. 

Now,  to  add  realism  to  our  training,  the 
proposal  plans  30  emitter  sites,  one  acre  and 
smaller.  These  emitter  sites  simulate  enemy 
threats  on  our  aircraft  radar,  again  contributing 
to  realism.  Only  a  few  of  these  sites  would  be 
used  in  a  given  day. 

We  have  identified  three  potential  sites 


all  in  Owyhee  County,  and  they  all  satisfy  our 
objectives.  Alternative  B,  which  is  Clover  Butte, 
the  brown  square,  is  located  just  to  the  west  of 
the  Three  Creek-Clover  Creek  Road.  Alternative  C, 
which  is  the  Grasmere  site,  Alternative  C  is 
located  just  to  the  west  of  Highway  51.  And 
Alternative  D,  Juniper  Butte,  which  was  selected 
after  scoping  and  as  a  result  of  scoping,  is  also 
located  along  Three  Creek-Clover  Creek  Road,  and 
it's  to  the  east  of  the  road.  All  of  these  areas 
meet  our  operational  objectives  and  provide  the 
designed  realism  and  flexibility. 

Now,  a  key  to  Increasing  the  quality  of 
our  training  locally  is  making  the  most  of  the 
space  that  we  fly  in.  now,  by  adding  a  small 
amount  of  airspace  just  to  the  east  of  Duck  Valley 
Reservation  and  another  area  just  to  the  west  of 
Saylor  Creek  Range,  we  can  greatly  enhance  our 
capabilities.  This  will  allow  us  to  train  more 
realistically,  and,  at  the  same  time,  this  change 
allows  us  to  disperse  flight  activity  making  it 
easier  to  avoid  conflicts  between  training 
operations  and  seasonal  use  of  the  canyonlands  and 
cultured  events . 

Now,  before  a  decision  can  be  made  on 


Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho,  there  are  two  laws  that 
must  be  followed.  You  have  the  Federal  Land  Policy 
Management  Act  and  the  National  Environmental 
Policy  Act.  The  Federal  Land  Policy  Management  Act 
governs  the  land  withdrawal  process.  When  more 
than  5,000  acres  are  withdrawn  for  defense 
purposes,  it  must  first  be  approved  by  Congress. 

The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  has  the 
responsibility  for  making  recommendations  to 
Congress  on  this  application. 

Now,  these  are  the  steps  that  the  Bureau 
of  Land  Management  follows  in  developing  this 
recommendation.  As  you  can  see,  this  could  lead  to 
congressional  action  in  1998. 

As  shown,  most  of  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act  steps  are  identical  or 
occur  simultaneously  with  those  of  the  Federal  Land 
Policy  Management  Act.  Both  use  the  same 
Environmental  Impact  Statement.  The  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act  requires  federal  agencies, 
in  this  case,  the  Air  Force  and  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management,  to  consider  potential  environmental 
impacts  when  making  decisions  on  major  actions  chat 
may  affect  the  quality  of  the  environmental 
process.  This  is  a  very  well-defined  process,  and 
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this  slide  shows  how  we  are  fulfilling  the 
requirements  of  the  National  Environmental  Policy 
Act.  We  anticipate  that  the  secretary  of  the  Air 
Force  will  sign  a  record  of  decision  sometime  this 
fall . 

Now,  one  of  the  most  important  features 
of  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  is  public 
involvement.  The  comments  that  we  received  during 
last  summer's  scoping  sessions  and  comment  periods 
resulted  in  several  significant  changes  to  our 
proposal.  We  identified  a  new  alternative,  Juniper 
Butte.  We  relocated  emitter  and  no-drop  sites  to 
avoid  some  sensitive  areas.  And  we  adjusted  the 
airspace  boundary  down. 

After  scoping,  the  Air  Force  and  Bureau 
of  Land  Management  proceeded  to  prepare  the  Draft 
E1S,  and  it  was  published  April  the  26th.  Let  me 
summarize  some  of  those  findings. 

For  airspace,  there  would  be  a  50  percent 
reduction  in  the  restricted  airspace  and  a  slight 
increase  in  the  overall  operating  airspace.  This 
would  improve  our  operating  capabilities  and,  at 
the  same  time,  help  to  balance  the  Impacts  to  the 
environment . 

The  Air  Force  has  been  flying  in  all  Chie 


1 

10 

airspace  for  the  last  50  years.  We  have  studied 

2 

the  proposed  airspace  expansion  and  found  that  the 

3 

noise  levels  would  remain  the  same  or  slightly 

4 

decreased  in  all  but  a  couple  of  areas.  As  shown 

S 

on  this  chart,  they  would  remain  the  same  or 

6 

•lightly  decrease  in  all  except  for  in  the  area  of 

7 

orange  and  in  the  target  area  selected,  which  is 

8 

dubbed  in  the  orange  and  green  dot,  depending  on 

9 

which  one  is  selected. 

10 

Now,  safety  and  fire  season,  in 

11 

particular,  are  improved  by  the  Air  Force  proposal 

12 

to  use  only  cold  spot  and  nonexplosive  training 

13 

ordinance.  It  would  only  send  out  a  white  puff  as 

14 

it  hit  the  target,  and  there  would  be  no  charge  or 

IS 

explosion . 

16 

For  biological,  the  greatest  potential 

17 

impact  to  wildlife  and  plants  with  the  Enhanced 

18 

Training  in  Idaho  proposal  would  cone  from 

19 

construction  activities  and  human  presence.  With 

20 

ar.y  of  the  three  alternatives,  direct  impact  from 

21 

the  ground  disturbance  could  result  in  a  loss  of 

22 

500  to  700  acres  of  native  plants,  and  the 

23 

potential  loss  for  rare  plants  would  occur  only  at 

24 

Juniper  Butte. 

25 

Direct  impacts  from  construction  activity 

are  similar  at  all  three  alternatives.  However, 
the  potential  indirect  Impacts  from  human  presence 
within  the  12,000  acre  target  area  would  be  the 
greatest  at  Grasmere.  The  Grasmere  site  supports 
the  widest  variety  of  wildlife. 

For  cultural,  there  was  a  wide  range  of 
results  from  our  cultural  and  archaeological 
analysis.  We  have  located  20  sites  at  the  Clover 
Butte  that  are  eligible  for  the  National  Register, 
61  sites  as  Grasmere,  and  none  in  the  Juniper  Butte 
area.  With  any  of  the  three  alternatives,  the  Air 
Force  will  work  with  the  Idaho  State  Historic 
Preservation  officer  to  minimize  the  impacts  to 
those  sites. 

Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho  has  the 
potential  to  impact  traditional  cultural 
resources.  This  is  due  to  the  human  access,  visual 
intrusion,  and  a  possible  increase  in  the  noise. 

This  proposal  would  have  a  very  minor 
impact  on  regional  grazing.  However,  it  would  have 
a  specific  impact  to  the  ranches  in  the  12,000  acre 
site  that  wsa  selected. 

During  the  development  of  Enhanced 
Training  in  Idaho,  special  recreation  areas  were 
avoided.  Special  use  management  areas  were 


avoided.  Because  of  this  planning,  access  to 
hunters,  rafters,  and  other  recreationaliete  would 
be  minimally  impacted. 

The  publication  of  the  Draft  EIS  started 
a  90-day  review  period  that  will  come  to  a  close 
August  the  6ch.  During  this  time,  we  hope  to  find 
out  if  the  Draft  EIS  adequately  addresses  the 
environmental  issues  and  concerns  addressed  by 
you.  I  am  confident  that  the  comments  that  we  hear 
tonight  and  throughout  the  comment  period  will 
continue  to  help  us  to  shape  the  proposal. 

After  the  close  of  the  comment  period, 
we'll  use  your  comments  and  input  to  prepare  a 
Final  EIS.  If  the  Air  Force  decides  to  go  forward 
with  the  proposal,  Congress  would  be  asked  to  make 
an  approval  of  the  land  withdrawal,  and.  again, 
this  could  happen  as  early  as  1998. 

Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho  will  allow  us 
to  greatly  improve  training  that  we  get  locally. 

It  will  make  Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base  even  a 
more  attractive  asset  for  Idaho.  And,  more 
importantly,  it  will  allow  our  aircrews  to  be  ready 
for  combat  and  come  home  alive. 

If  you  have  a  question  about  Enhanced 
Training  in  Idaho,  please  visit  the  display  areas. 
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Verbal  Comments 


1 - - - — - - - - 

13 

14 

1 

We  have  individuals  who  are  ready  to  answer  your 

1 

If  you  speak,  please  speak  only  after  I 

2 

questions  or  discuss  in  detail  our  proposal  in 

2 

have  recognized  you,  and  address  your  remarks  to 

3 

greater  detail. 

3 

me.  We'll  ask  that  you  use  the  microphone  here  to 

4 

Thank  you. 

4 

my  left,  and  we  ask  chat  you  speak  clearly  into  the 

5 

COLONEL  SWEENEY:  Thank  you.  Colonel  Richey, 

5 

microphone  stating  first  your  name  and  address  and 

6 

for  your  presentation. 

6 

Che  capacity  in  which  you  appear,  if  you  are 

7 

Shortly,  we'll  take  a  brief  break.  And 

7 

representing  someone  other  than  yourself.  we  need 

8 

at  that  point,  we'll  proceed  to  the  main  portion  of 

8 

that  because  the  court  reporter  is  trying  to  get 

9 

this  hearing,  that  is,  the  portion  which  allows  for 

9 

down  an  accurate  record  of  what  is  said  here. 

10 

public  comment  on  the  Draft  BIS.  But  before  doing 

10 

Each  person  will  be  allowed  three  minutes 

11 

that,  I'd  like  to  explain  the  ground  rules  for  the 

11 

to  speak,  and  this  time  limit  applies  to  public 

12 

public  comment  period. 

12 

officials  or  spokespersons  and  any  individual 

13 

This  is  a  part  of  the  process  that  gives 

13 

speaking  only  for  themselves. 

14 

you  the  opportunity  to  provide  the  Air  Force  with 

14 

You  do  not  have  to  speak  for  the  full 

15 

information  and  to  make  statements  for  the  record. 

15 

three  minutes.  However,  if  you  do  choose  to  speak 

16 

This  input  ensures  that  the  decision-makers  may 

16 

for  the  full  three  minutes,  when  you  have  only  30 

17 

benefit  from  your  knowledge  of  the  local  area  and 

17 

seconds  remaining,  you'll  see  that  there  is  a 

18 

any  concerns  that  you  may  have  on  the  environmental 

18 

system  of  lights  up  here  on  the  floor.  We'll  have 

19 

analysis . 

19 

a  green  light  that  begins  when  you  begin  to  speak, 

20 

Elected  officials  will  be  given  an 

20 

a  yellow  light  will  come  on  when  you  have  about  30 

21 

opportunity  to  speak  first,  any  of  those  who  are 

21 

second  left  to  go,  and  a  red  light  will  come  on 

22 

here  who  choose  to  speak.  And  then  members  of  the 

22 

when  your  three-minute  time  has  expired. 

23 

general  public  will  be  called  upon  in  a  random 

23 

Out  of  respect  for  others  who  would  like 

24 

order  from  the  cards  that  have  been  handed  in 

24 

to  make  comments  this  evening,  we  ask  that  you 

25 

indicating  your  desire  to  speak. 

2  S 

please  honor  any  requests  by  me  that  you  stop 

15 

16 

1 

speaking  and  perhaps  defer  any  additional  comments 

1 

preparing  of  these  proceedings  will  become  part  of 

2 

to  the  end  of  the  hearing. 

2 

the  record  of  the  hearing  and  it  will  be  included 

3 

If  you  think  you  have  more  comments  than 

3 

in  the  Final  EIS . 

4 

you  can  present  in  the  time  alloted,  we  suggest 

4 

Finally,  I'd  like  to  remind  you  to  limit 

S 

that  you  make  your  most  important  comments  first. 

5 

your  comments  to  the  Draft  BIS.  That  is  the 

6 

And  if  you  don't  get  a  chance  to  voice  all  of  your 

6 

purpose  of  this  public  comment  period. 

7 

comments,  you  can  and  should  submit  them  in 

7 

Also,  I  would  suggest  chat  you  avoid 

8 

writing . 

8 

repeating  what  another  speaker  has  just  said. 

9 

If  you  have  a  written  statement,  you  may 

There  certainly  is  nothing  inappropriate  about 

10 

simply  hand  it  in  or  read  it  aloud  within  the  time 

agreeing  with  other  speakers,  but  to  repeat  the 

11 

limit  or  do  both.  The  court  reporter  has  asked  if 

same  thing  just  unnecessarily  delays  others  in 

12 

you  dc  have  a  written  statement  that  you  perhaps 

making  their  comments. 

13 

leave  it  with  her  so  that  she  may  be  assisted  in 

If  you'd  like  to  turn  in  your  written 

14 

getting  down  any  names  that  you  may  refer  to  of 

comments  at  this  time,  you  can  give  them  to  the  Air 

15 

places  or  roads  or  things  that  may  be  difficult  for 

Force  members  who  are  standing  in  the  back  of  the 

16 

her  . 

auditorium  or  out  in  the  display  area. 

17 

How,  this  hearing  is  scheduled  to  end  at 

At  this  time,  unless  there  are  some 

16 

9:30  p.m.  if  we  have  time,  we  may  give  you  an 

18 

questions,  we'll  take  a  brief  break  of 

19 

opportunity  to  expand  on  your  remarks  later  at  the 

19 

approximately  ten  minutes.  Then  we'll  come  back 

20 

end  of  the  hearing. 

■ 

with  the  public  comments.  We'll  take  a  break  at 

21 

How,  you  may  have  noticed  chat  our  court 

this  time. 

22 

reporter  will  be  taking  everything  down  verbatim. 

1 

'.I 

(Recess . ) 

23 

that  is,  word  for  word.  So  I  ask  that  as  you  speak 

» 

COLONEL  SWEENEY:  We'd  like  to  get  started 

24 

ask,  please  speak  as  clearly  as  possible  to  assist 

■ 

now,  if  you  would  retake  your  seats. 

25 

her,  because  the  transcript  that  she  will  be 

mm 

The  first  remarks  that  we'll  hear  from  is 

Verbal  Comments 


Mr.  Don  Reynolds,  who  is  with  che  Elmore  County 
Board  of  Commissioner#.  Mr.  Reynolds,  please. 


DOM  REYNOLDS, 


oosooo 


appeared  and  gave  the  following  statement: 


MR.  REYNOLDS :  I'm  speaking  at  the  request  of 
the  other  two  commissioners,  Larry  Rhodes  and  Barry 
Peterion.  They  asked  me  to  speak  on  their  behalf 
ir,  support  Of  the  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho,  we 
favor  the  efforts  of  t ho  Air  Force  to  increase 
their  training  effectiveness  in  Idaho.  During  this 
period  of  dininlshing  funding,  it  is  essential  that 
V6  support  their  efforts  to  be  as  ccst  effective  as 
possible  in  keeping  our  aviation  units  well -trained 
and  combat  ready. 

The  present  proposal  appears  to  txininl2e 
the  negative  environmental  effects  cf  the  expanded 
training  chat  is  needed.  I  would  like  to  point  nut 
chat  the  oiUtary  operating  areas  essentially  are 
very  close  to  the  sane  and  have  the  same  altitude 
as  they've  had  for  the  last  many  years 

Many  of  the  wildlife  groups  feel  that 
those  high-speed  aircraft  flying  over  the 


canyonlonds  have  a  very  detriments.  effect 
particularly  upon  the  sheep.  it's  during  these 
pest  many  years,  while  thoca  aircraft  pilots  are 
flying  the  planes  in  that  area,  that  che  desert 
sheep  have  really  multiplied  to  tha  point  where 
many  have  been  exported  to  other  areas.  We  feci 
that  it's  very  likely  the  Juniper  Butte  aite  might 
be  tha  best  of  the  three  possibilities. 

There  are  times  when  decisions  must  be 
made  that  would  benefit  the  national  strength  e£ 
our  country.  Thi*  is  ona  of  those  time*.  We 
believe  that  very  few  people  would  be  negatively 
affected  by  this  proposed  expansion  of  training 
The  national  gain  is  recognized  and  endorsed  by  our 
board  of  county  cemmise  ioners  . 

If  I  may.  I'll  speak  very  briefly  on  an 
individual  . 

COLONEL  SVBSNBYi  Proceed. 

MR.  REYNOLDS:  1  would  urge  that  the  Air  Torce 
establish  radar  coverage  and  communication 
capability  that  will  enhance  passage  by  light 
aircraft  through  the  military  operating  areas 
aorth/south.  . Thi*  la  a  apace  which  makes  us,  those 
of  us  who  are  aircraft  pilots,  feel  uneasy  to  fly 
through  unless  we  have  positive  control  and  we  axe 


covered  by  radar  as  well. 

Thank  you. 

COLONEL  SKIEKiYi  Thank  yoc.  Nr.  Reynolds. 

Next  vo' 11  boro  from  Mr.  Fred  prouty,  *h 
is  the  president  of  Mountain  Home  City  Council. 


PR.3D  PRCUTY, 


00S001 


appeared  and  gave  the  following  statement; 

MR.  PROUTY:  Thank  you ,  Colonel.  I  appreciate 
ths  opportunity,  and  thank  you  for  pronouncing  »y 
name  correctly.  It's  not  very  often  that  I  get 
that  done . 

My  name  is  Fred  prouty.  I  an  a  member  of 
the  Mountain  Home  City  Council.  I  also  have  been  a 
resident  hero  in  Mountain  Home  Cor  the  lest  31 
years.  I'm  one  cf  these  people  that  vis  born  and 
raised  in  this  general  area  in  Southwest  Idaho  and, 
mors  specifically,  south  of  Nampa,  which  is  in  and 
close  by  tXe  Owyhee  area  whera  I  used  tc  play  as  1 
was  a  young  lad. 

I  think,  as  a  long  time  member  of  this 
community  of  this  area,  I  have  some  pretty  good 
perspective  of  vhat  thL*  whole  thing  is  all  about, 
and  1  thought  maybe  I'd  Just  shara  come  of  that 


First  of  all.  1  want  to  say  for  tha 
record  that  1  am  very  much  for  what  the  Air  Porce 
is  doing  here.  I  chink  you've  taken  the  time  and 
the  energy  ar.d  done  a  good  Job  of  presenting  your 
case,  and  I  support  that.  And  1  think,  Colonel, 
that  you'ro  going  to  find  the  vast  majority  of  the 
citirens  here  in  Mountain  Home  are  very  supportive 
of  what  you  folks  are  trying  to  do. 

Dy  the  sane  token,  you're  also  going  to 
find  chat  we  have  the  same  environmental  wackos 
that  we  bad  before.  They're  going  to  stand  up  over 
the  next  period  of  days  and  eay  all  the  same  things 
that  they've  said  before,  and  that  is  that  they're 
against  this,  and  they're  going  to  come  up  with 
a one  reasons.  The  latest  reason  that  I’ve  heard 
now  is  the  noise  study  that  they're  objecting  to, 
which  I  don't  know.  It  sounds  like  somebody  from 
out  of  state  from  Colorado  is  trying  to  get  name 
national  attention  one  more  time.  They  seem  to 
like  to  do  that 

But  it's  been  my  experience  and  my 
perspective  that  these  folks,  they  are  just 
entinil itary .  They're  ant  1 progr«s s .  They're 
antibusinect .  They're  anti  just  about  an/tninc 
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1 

21 

22 

1 

unless  it  }uat  happens  co  serve  their  personal 

1 

CRAIG  PBTBR5BN,  003002 

2 

purposes  out  there. 

2 

appeared  and  gave  the  fcllowing  statement: 

3 

And  It'*  ny  opinion  that  what  you  folks 

3 

4 

are  doing  here  is  correct.  It's  for  the  good  of 

GE-14 

MR.  PHTBRSENi  Thank  ycu.  Colonel,  for  giving 

s 

the  national  security,  it's  good  for  our  local 

5 

me  the  opportunity  co  speak. 

6 

community,  Southwest  Idaho.  Ar.d  1  think  you  need 

6 

I've  lived  in  this  community  a  little 

to  just  press  or.  with  it  and  do  what  you  need  to 

7 

over  three  years  now,  and  I've  had  the  crest 

S 

do . 

8 

opportunity  to  be  the  president  of  the  Chamber  of 

Thank  you  very  much. 

9 

Commerce  and,  prior  to  that,  president  of  the 

COLONEL  SWBENBY  i  Thar.k  you,  Mr.  Prouty. 

10 

Military  Affairs  Committee  in  our  community.  I 

Next  we  have  Mr.  Craig  Petersen,  who  is 

11 

have  beer,  with  Colonel  Richey  for  many  years  now 

12 

the  president  of  the  Chamber  of  Commerce.  I  assume 

12 

through  this  process. 

13 

that's  the  Mountain  Home  Chamber  of  Commerce. 

13 

I  have  had  the  opportunity  tc  go  back  to 

14 

14 

Washington  D.C.  three  times  end  represent  our 

15 

15 

community  and  visit  with  the  people  involved  in  air 

16 

16 

combat,  air  command  and  combat,  and  to  visit  with 

1? 

17 

our  legislative  people  cn  these  Issues,  and 

18 

18 

everybody  has  the  same  concerns.  iverybody  has  the 

19 

19 

sam* .  Everybody  disagrees  to  a  degree.  But  my 

20 

20 

comments  arc  this,  sir: 

2). 

21 

As  I  had  the  opportunity  to  fly  an  r-16, 

22 

22 

1  had  an  opportunity  to  see  the  respect  that  these 

23 

23 

pilots  show  for  the  airspace  that  ve  have.  I  had 

24 

24 

the  opportunity  to  visit  with  the  people  that 

25 

25 

review  the  environmental  Impacts,  and  the  concern 

23 

24 

1 

has  been  more  then  favorable  to  the  Air  Force  to 

i 

DENNIS  WETHHRBLL,  00S003 

2 

try  ar.d  do  everything  possible  to  be  a  good  steward 

2 

appeared  and  gave  the  following  statement: 

3 

of  more  airspace  that  will  enhance  the  ability  and 

3  ! 

4 

training  of  these  people  that  risk  their  lives 

GE-14 

KR.  HETHERELL j  Thank  you.  My  name  tc  Dennis 

5 

every  day.  And  I  think  that  is  xeally  what  we're 

5 

Hetherell.  2  am  the  chairman  of  the  Military 

mm 

talking  about  here. 

6 

Affairs  Committee  for  the  Mountain  Home  chamber  of 

mil 

wa  all  are  concerned  about  the 

7 

Commerce.  We  have  about  150  nesoers  in  that 

environment.  I  happen  to  live  right  in  the  canyon 

e 

organization  and  to  a  person  they  are  all  in  favor 

Hi 

at  the  end  of  Saylor  Creek.  It  has  not  impacted  me 

9 

of  this  new  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho. 

10 

whatsoever,  ar.d  they  currently  fly  in  that  area. 

10 

I'm  here  tonight  to  support  the  Air  Porce 

11 

But  I  cm  her*  to  tell  you  that  t  have 

li 

proposal  for  training  in  Idaho.  i  reed  the 

12 

personally  and  representing  the  Chamber  of  Cornerce 

12 

Department  of  the  Air  Force's  snhnnced  Training  in 

13 

of  our  community,  we  have  addressed  this  Issue 

13 

Idaho  Community  Report  dated  April  1997  end 

14 

prior.  My  father  spent  ten  years  before  I  did  on 

14 

reviewed  the  Draft  £18  ar.d  believe  it  to  be  the 

IS 

these  issuet.  Ar.d  vithovfc  a  doubt,  I  think  the  Air 

15 

west  comprehensive  plan  to  date. 

16 

Force  has  done  everything  and  will  do  everything  tc 

u 

In  the  cooing  months.  I'm  sure  certain 

1? 

be  a  good  steward  and  make  this  arrangement 

17 

other  groups,  including  the  Idaho  Department  of 

18 

favorable  for  everybody  to  agree  on. 

18 

Pish  and  Game,  ranchers,  farmers.  Native  Americans, 

19 

And  as  a  car  dealer,  1  really  don't  have 

19 

and  environmentalists  vill  come  to  support  th* 

20 

much  more  to  say.  Chat's  unusual,  sir. 

20 

proposal.  It  is  imperative  that  Che  Air  Porce  be 

21 

Thank  you  very  much. 

21 

able  to  train  our  troops  as  realistically  as 

22 

COLONS  I,  SWB8NEY  i  Thank  you,  Nr.  Petersen. 

22 

possible.  Any  or.o  of  the  three  alternative  sites 

23 

next  we  have  Mr.  Dennis  Hetherell,  the 

23 

will  accomplish  this  goal. 

24 

chairman  of  the  Military  Affaire  Committee  of  the 

34 

Thank  you  vary  much. 

5  5 

Mountain  Home  Chamber  of  Commerce. 

25 

COLONEL  SWSBHEYI  Thank  you. 

■ 
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We'll  next  move  on  to  comments  from  the 
general  public.  Tirst,  Mr.  Alan  Bermeneolo . 
hop#  3  .Have  that  correct,  Mr.  Bermensolc. 

MR.  6BRMENSOLO :  Yes,  you  dO. 

ALAN’  B  SRMEHSQ  LO ,  QQQqqq 
appeared  and  gav#  the  following  statement: 

MR.  BBRMBN’SOLOi  Good  evening,  Colonel.  Mv 
name  is  Alan  fiermensolo,  a  resident  of  Mountain 
Home.  I've  lived  here  for  about  19  years. 

First  Of  all,  I'd  like  to  commend  the  Ait 
Force  for  the  work  they  have  dor.e  ar.d  the  time  they 
have  spent  in  listening  to  and  addressing  the 
concern#  of  ell  the  citizens  of  our  great  country 
during  the  scoping  process  that  began  in  January  of 
'9S.  The  scoping  meetings  you  held  in  June  and 
July  of  last  year  helped  shape  the  Enhanced 
Training  in  Idaho  alternatives  end  even  produced  an 
alternative  that  might  net  otherwise  have  been 
considered.  Congratulations  for  listening  and 
mitigating  by  avoidance,  as  well  as  mitigating  by 
design  a#  you  assembled  each  of  the  three 
alternatives . 

The  testimony  i  offer  is  on  two  issues: 


Number  one,  I'm  a  multiengine  instrument -rated 
private  pilot.  I  travel  often  on  business  to 
Northern  and  Southern  California.  My  routes  of 
flight  take  na  to  the  Owyhee  and  Paradise  MOAs . 
There  is  rumor/false  information  that  modifying 
and/or  adding  to  those  MOAs  will  have  a  negative 
impact  on  general  aviation  and  small  aircraft. 

Those  that  know  the  facts  realize  that  a 
ciodif icat ion  of  the  MOAa  has  no  negative  impact 
upon  general  aviation. 

Personally ,  l  would  rather  fly  through  an 
active  KOA  utilizing  the  air  traffic  control  system 
provided  by  Salt  Lake  Center  or  Mountain  Home 
Approach  Control  who  will  provide  VPR  flight 
following  than  through  uncontrolled  airspace  in  VFR 
conditions . 

Number  two,  I  am  an  avid  uplAnd  bird 
hunter.  I  have  hunted  aege  grouse  and  chukar 
partridge  throughout  the  Owyhee  canycnlande 
including  the  Jarbldge  and  Brjneau  Rivers,  Mary's 
Creek,  Jack’s  Creek,  Dickshcoter  Creek,  Yatahoney 
Creek,  Battle  Creek,  and  all  fork#  of  the  Owyhee 
River  since  1962.  I  have  teen  low-flying  P-llls, 
F-4s,  F-l5s,  and  T-lCs.  I  have  seen  chukar,  sage 
grouse,  wild  horses,  antelope,  deer,  coyotes, 


cattle,  rattlesnakes,  and  California  bighorr.  sheep 
coexisting  and  getting  along  just  fine  with 
military  aircraft  on  low-level  training  routes  as 
low  as  500  feet  ACL. 

In  September  of  1995,  while  hunting 
chukar  at  the  confluence  of  Battle  Creek  and  the 
Owyhee  River,  I  spotted  three  Californi#  bighorns 
on  the  west  canyon  wall  of  Rattle  Creek.  Shortly 
thereafter,  a  flight  of  two  F-«s  crossed  overhead 
beeween  500  and  1,000  feet  AGL.  The  bighorns 
didn't  move.  They  didn’t  even  turn  their  heads. 
They  were  not  bothered  at  all  by  the  low-flying 
aircraft-  They  startled  and  scurried  up  the  canyon 
wall  only  after  3  emptied  my  12-gauge  shotgun  on  a 
covey  of  faat-moving  chukar  end  killed  zero. 

I  contend  and  believe  that  hunting 
pressure,  either  for  big  game  or  fox  birds,  and 
nan's  presence  in  general  has  a  much  more 
detrimental  impact  on  the  California  bighorn  sheep 
population  than  do  Air  rorce  aircraft  low-level 
flights  over  the  Owyhee  canyonlande . 

1  fully  support  the  Air  Force's  Enhanced 
Training  in  Idaho  proposal.  Thank  you  Cor  your 


COLONEL  SWE2NBY :  Thank  you  very  much, 


Mr.  Bermensclo. 


Next  ve  have  Mr.  Robert  tebs  . 


ROBERT  23BS  ,  OOSOOS 
appeared  and  gave  the  following  statement: 


MR.  HBB $ :  Thank  you.  Colonel.  My  name  is 
Robert  Ebbs.  I'm  a  private  citizen  of  Hour.ceir. 
Home.  I've  lived  here  for  eight  years.  I'm  not  a 
hunter.  I'm  not  a  flyer.  I'm  a  businessman 
sometimes . 

I  have  reviewed  the  ITI  information  that 
the  Air  Force  hae  so  abundantly  given  us.  we  have 
looked  over  all  the  information  and  think  that  the 
Air  Perce  has  dor.e  an  outstanding  job  of  presenting 
their  case  to  provide  an  enhanced  training  range  in 
Idaho.  They  appear  to  have  history  on  their  Bids 
In  looking  at  other  ranges  and  other  locations 
where  Air  Force,  Arny.  and  Navy  psople  have  taken 
stewardship  of  land  and  made  that  a  better  place 
for  the  environment .  in  general. 

So  I  am  io  favor  of  the  Air  force's 
continued  effort  to  provide  an  enhanced  training 
range  in  Idaho  so  that  the  Air  Force  people  that 
live  here  car.  live  a  safer  Ufa  when  they  have  to 
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go  Co  war. 

Thank  you. 

C0L0NBL  SW3EN3YJ  Thank  you,  Mr.  Bbbs . 

Next  we  have  y. r.  John  Bideganeta,  Lt  I 
have  that  correct. 

MR.  BIDBGANETA;  Dr,  B,  I  suppose, 

COLONEL  SKEENBY i  Sir,  would  you  tell  me  if  I 
pronounced  that  correctly? 

MR.  BIDEGANBTAi  It's  Bideganeta.  I'm  known 
as  Dr.  b. 

COLONEL  SWEENEY:  Thank  yog. 

JOHN  ?.  BIDHGANBTA,  oosoos 
appeared  and  gave  the  following  statement: 

MR.  bidbganbta ;  Colonel.  I'm  very  honored  to 
have  this  opportunity  to  apeak  on  behalf  of  the 
Enhanced  TrainLng  in  Idaho. 

I  am  a  practicing  dentist.  I’ve  been 
practicing  in  Mountain  Home  for  26  years.  I  was 
born  and  raised  in  Mountain  Home.  My  father  wee  a 
sbeep  man  in  Owyhee  County.  And  I'm  sure  if  he 
were  alive  today,  he  would  tell  you,  as  I'm  going 
to  tell  you. 

I've  been  out  to  those  canyons  in 


Jarbidge  and  the  Owyhee  canyons,  and  I  have  bunted 
adamantly.  And  I've  been  there  when  the  planes  are 
flying  over.  I've  seen  the  mountain  sheep,  as 
others  have.  My  dog  is  a  greater  threat  to  the 
»sge  grouse's  hunting  rather  than  the  aircraft. 

I'd  like  to  say  on  behalf  of  myself,  ny 
wife,  tny  children,  and  great  grandchildren,  two  who 
arc  about  to  come  at  some  time,  that  I'm  very 
honored  to  have  the  Air  Force  in  Mountain  Home, 
Idaho . 

I  think  it's  very  little  for  Idaho  to 
give  just  12,030  acres  of  three  million  acres  in 
Owyhee  County  to  train  our  pilots,  who  are  the  very 
best  or  who  ore  in  commerce  constantly  during  Iraq, 
flying  over  Iraq.  They  are  everywhere  in  the  world 
today.  we  need  to  train  those  pilots.  Let's  not 
take  away  their  training  because  I  would  be  mad  if 
one  of  ny  children  was  a  flyer  and,  because  of 
inadequate  training,  inadequate  facilities,  he  were 
Co  be  killed. 

And  I  say,  please,  let's  forget  our 
differences.  The  Air  Force  has  gone  all  the  way  up 
to  address  all  the  problems  that  have  been 
addressed  with  the  Native  Indians,  the  3LK,  the 
Pish  and  Gane,  end  they've  done  a  marvelous  job. 


31 

1 

We're  going  on  our  third  go-around.  It's 

2 

time  we  come  together  and  cay,  okay,  w«  need  to  do 

3 

this.  Let's  make  our  country  safe.  And  I  want  to 

4 

tell  you,  my  heart  is  with  the  Bnbanced  Training  in 

S 

Idaho,  and  I  hope  that  this  will  happen  in  my  era. 

« 

Thank  you  very  much. 

7 

COLONEL  6W3EN3Y:  Think  you,  sir. 

S 

9 

Next  we  have  Mr.  Ron  Swearingen. 

GE-lio 

RON  SWEARINGEN,  003 007 

li 

appeared  and  gave  the  following  statement: 

12 

13 

MR.  SWEARINGBN:  Thank  you.  Colonel.  It's  my 

14 

pleasure  to  have  the  opportunity  to  speak  to  you 

15 

concerning  the  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho. 

16 

My  name  is  Ron  Swearingen.  2  was  born 

17 

and  raised  right  here  in  Mountain  Home  and  have 

IS 

been  a  lifelong  resident  of  Idaho,  and  I'«  very 

19 

proud  of  it.  I've  been  around  the  Air  Force, 

20 

noedleee  to  say,  all  my  life  and  have  always  been 

21 

an  excellent  neighbor  to  our  community  and  the 

22 

stake  of  Idaho. 

23 

I  support  your  efforts  to  improve. 

24 

increase,  and  enhance  your  training  in  Idaho.  I’m 

25 

friends  with  Air  Force  pilots,  active  duty  and 

retired.  And  I  hope  that  they  are  always  protected 
by  at  least  the  best  training  available  anywhere  in 
the  world. 

I  applaud  your  efforts  in  chic  go-around 
of  enhanced  training  in  the  face  that  you  have  gone 
out  ar.d  sought  the  people  that  could  be  affected 
ar.d  have  shown  concerns  in  the  past  about  training 
in  Idaho.  You  have  asked  for  their  input  so  that 
this  could  be  the  best  possible  plan. 

I'n  sure  that  the  Air  Force  knows,  as 
well  as  I  do.  there  is  no  appeasing  some  of  these 
people.  They  want  the  very  freedom  that  you  help 
protect  to  stop  you  from  training  ycur  very  own 
people.  I  think  that's  a  bunch  of  bunk  and  those 
people  should  be  eingled  out  for  who  they  are  and 
what  they  are. 

I  sincerely  hope  that  in  this  instance 
the  Air  Force  will  follow  through  and  complete  what 
is  the  right  thing  to  do  and  make  sure  this 
training  range  happens  here. 

Thank  you . 

COLONEL  SWEENEY!  Thank  you,  Mr.  Swearingen. 

Next  v«  have  Mr.  Clair  Densley. 
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CLAIR  EENSLBY, 


003008 


appeared  and  gave  the  following  statement: 


MR.  DBWSLBYi  My  name  is  Clair  Dansiey.  I'd 
like  to  speak  in  favor  of  the  improved  range.  I've 
been  a  resident  of  Mountain  Home  since  I  retired 
from  the  Air  Force  in  1979. 

And  I  want  to  address  my  comments 
primarily  to  those  in  opposition.  I  can  understand 
their  concern  for  the  environment  or  wanting  to 
spend  their  Saturdays  out  running  and  fishing  these 
lands.  But  I  think  there  are  seme  important  issues 
that  vs  need  to  addreee. 

Primarily.  I  think  we  need  to  start  with 
the  idea  that  the  purpose  of  the  Air  force  is  to 
fight  wars.  We've  really  fallen  short  into 
thinking  of  them  as  answering  little  callings  to 
help  people  out  in  Bosnia  and  straighten  out  our 
ethnic  difficulties.  And  these  have  been  very 
challenging  for  the  Air  Force  and  others  vho  havt 
engaged  in  that.  But  basically  it  gets  right  dowa 
tc  these  men  and  women  have  to  fight  war. 

Now,  right  today  we  are  reacting  very 
much  still  to  that  bad  experience  we  had  it 
Vietnam,  so  much  so  that  wo  are  scared  to  go 


each  of  our  country's  honor  is  at  stake.  They  each 
desire  power.  They  each  have  their  own  self 
interests.  And  I'm  afraid  we  have  to  deal  with 
that,  ladles  and  gentlemen,  and  give  our  military 
the  chance  to  answer  any  call  that  cur  national 
commending  authority  demands  of  them. 

Thank  you. 

COLONEL  9WE2NBY i  Thank  you,  Mr.  Hensley. 

The  last  person  who  has  asked  to  apeak 
thus  far  this  evening  for  public  comment  --  you 
still  hare  en  opportunity  to  do  that  if  you'd  like 
to  change  your  mind  --  is  Mr.  Hal  Walker. 

Mr.  walker? 


anywhere  with  our  armed  forces  without  having  an 
assurance  that  we  aren't  going  to  lose  any  men  and 
women.  The  positive  thing  chat  comes  .  -  well,  I 
think  that's  a  negative  idea.  Well,  I'll  get  into 
that  in  a  few  seconds,  this  idea  of  chinking  we 
can't  have  any  casualties. 

The  positive  thiog  is  chat  we've 
developed  arrangements  through  the  ranges  and  smart 
bombs,  very  highly  technical  training  mechanisms, 
training  procedures  that  make  for  successful 
operations  and  dc  cut  down  on  losses. 

Now,  finally,  I  want  to  address  the  very 
real  likelihood  that  we  would  get  into  a  war 
sometime  in  the  future.  I  know  many  people  feel 
that,  oh,  we  c&n'c  possibly  after  Vietnam  and  v« 
can't  possibly  because  of  nuclear  weapons.  But 
■top  and  think  fer  a  minute  that  there  are  25  cr  so 
countries,  tc  my  knowledge,  that  either  have 
nuclear  weapons  -*  la  that  a  signal  that  I've  got 


COLONEL  SMTSNET:  Co  ahead  and  finish  your 
thought,  sir. 

MR.  DENBLBY :  Bali,  anyway,  there's  a  lot  of 
countries  that  are  a  threat,  and  it  is  growing 
every  day,  because  when  you  gat  right  down  to  it, 


KAL  V.  WALKift  000009 
appeared  and  gave  the  following  statement! 


MR.  UALXBR:  Colonel,  2‘d  like  to  thank  you 
for  the  opportunity  to  aay  a  few  words  thia 


I've  lived  in  Southern  Idaho  all  my  life 
for  <7  years,  and  I  just  retired  after  4$  years 
with  the  Idaho  Power  Company.  And  most  of  that 
time  I've  been  Involved  with  the  area,  a  lot  of  the 
areas  we're  talking  about.  Nt've  touched  from 
Owyhee  to  Mountain  City  to  Jarbidge,  Nevada  and  all 
that  area.  I've  been  In  almost  all  of  it,  either 
on  foot  or  horseback  or  on  snowshoes  dragging  a 
sled  or  a  helicopter  or  whatever.  So  I'm  pretty 
conversed  with  that  area  down  there.  And  I  have 
yet  to  find  a  spot  that  would  be  harmed  by  the 
equipment,  as  I  read  the  training  enhancement,  that 
would  bother  anything  furry  or  feathery  or  whatever 
that  might  be  is  that  area. 

I  also  have  a  littla  more  personal 
interest.  I  have  two  Air  Force  sona-in-law.  I 
have  seven  grandchildren  from  those  two  Air  Force 
tona-ln-law.  Asd  one  of  them  served  during  the 
entire  Cult  Kar.  and  we  had  tnat  experience  and  saw 
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what  good  training  could  do. 

And  I  think  that  it's  mort  important  that 
va  train  those  young  man  bo  they  ctn  cone  hack  to 
their  wives  and  children  chan  it  Ls  to  worry  about 
a  few  animals  or  birds  or  whatever  that  night  cause 
some  confusion  or  concern  with  those  who  are 
de&Llng  with  the  environment . 

1  have  visited  Blmendorph.  I  looked  over 
their  stewardship  of  that  area  there.  Fantastic 
job  of  taking  care  of  the  elk  and  the  wildlife  and 
tha  fish  in  Alaska. 

2  have  also  hove  a  aon- in-law  that  -- 
I've  loet  ay  thought.  It's  the  missile  base  just 
out  in  California  where  they  send  up  the  missiles. 

COLONEL  SKEEN3Y;  Vander.burg? 

MR.  WALKER:  Vandenburg,  yes. 

I  was  just  down  in  Vandenburg.  I've  been 
down  there  four  or  five  tinee  in  the  last  two  or 
thres  years.  And  the  biggest  threat  on  the  bass  Is 
not  if  something  happens  to  you  from  a  missile, 
it's  getting  run  over  by  a  deer  or  e  wild  dog 
because  there  are  hundreds  of  them,  and  they  take 
very  good  case  of  that  environment  down  there. 

I'm  a  past  president  of  this  Chamber  of 
Commerce  on  two  different  occasions.  I'm  the  past 


direct  governor  for  Rotary  International  for  this 
district,  and  I've  spoke  within  hundreds  of  people 
on  this  during  the  three  long  hard  times  that  we've 
went  through  this.  And  it's  time  to  come  together 
and  decide  that  we  need  that  training  range.  I 
think  we've  found  the  heat  of  all  worlds.  And 
anybody  who  is  in  opposition  now  is  just  in 
opposition.  They  really  don't  have  any  excuse  for 


And  I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  speak 
and  hope  that  we'll  get  this  resolved,  the  Air 
Force  will  stay  with  us,  and  let's  get  tbis  show  on 


COLONEL  SHEENS Y :  Thank  you,  Mr,  Walker. 

Ladies  and  gentlemen,  are  there  any  other 
of  you  who  would  like  tc  make  a  public  comment, 
either  verbally  here  in  front  of  the  others?  Ox  if 
you'd  like  to  submit  it  in  writing,  once  again,  you 
can  submit  it  to  the  address  up  here  on  the  screen 
or  you  can  submit  comments  in  writing  through  the 
computers  out  in  the  display  area.  Would  anyone 
else  like  to  add  public  comment  at  this  time? 

(No  response.) 

COLONEL  SNE3NHYJ  Apparently  rot. 

The  Air  Force  officials  will  remain  in 


the  display  area  for  a  period  of  tire  to  answer  any 
questions  that  you  might  have  about  the  displays 
and  the  various  proposals. 

I'd  like  to  thank  you  all  for  coming  this 
evening  and  for  your  participation  and  your  input. 
Please  remember  that  the  public  comment  period  will 
extend  through  the  6ch  of  August  19*7 . 

Thank  you  very  much. 


COLONIL  SWEENEY!  Our  next  speaker,  then,  will 
be  will  Robert  Jones.  Mr.  Jones,  please  taka  the 
microphone . 

Ar.d  aftsr  Mr.  Jones,  since  we  had  decided 
that  the  hearing  was  going  to  go  until  S«30  and 
since  we  dor.'c  have  any  interest  currently  Ln 
additional  comments  other  than  Mr.  Jones,  I  think 
what  we'll  do  is  we'll  take  a  break,  allow  Air 
Force  officials  to  speak  to  people  one-on-one,  and 
then  it  someone  desires  to  make  additional 
comments,  we'll  reopen  the  hearing  perhaps  withir. 
about  3C  minutes  or  so.  If,  after  30  minutes, 
there  is  no  one  who  would  like  to  speak,  perhaps 
we'll  terminate  things  for  the  evening  at  chat 
point.  we'll  just  have  to  take  it  step-by-step. 

Mr.  Jones,  please. 


ROBERT  O.  JONES,  OOSQiO 


appeared  and  gav*  the  following  statement: 


MR.  JON3S:  I'm  Robert  G.  Jones.  I'm  retired 
Air  Force.  I  spent  2 2  1/2  years  in  the  United 
States  Air  Force  flying  airplanes  from  F-lCOs  to 
P-16«  in  the  last  8  1/2  years  of  my  career.  2 
basically  ended  my  career  at  Hill  Air  Force  Base, 
and  2  Clew  there  for  about  8  1/2  year s.  I  flew  on 
SayLor  Creek  Range  and  flew  on  tha  ranges  up  here 
on  several  occasions  with  joint  training  and 
everything  that  was  set  up  and  everything  through 
the  two  bases. 

The  training  at  Hill  Air  Force  Base  far 
exceeds  what  is  capable  of  feeing  achieved  on  these 
ranges  at  they  are  set  up  and  operated  today.  I 
flew  on  both  ranges  on  several  occasions,  as  I 


I  guess  ay  claim  to  fame  is  I  lad  the 
winning  Gunsmoke  team  in  1987  and  flev  out  of  Kill 
Air  Force  Base,  which  it  a  worldwide  weapons 
competition  in  the  United  States  Air  Force.  It's 
held  every  two  years  at  Nellis  Air  Force  Base.  And 
basically  they  select  people  from  all  ever  the 
nation  ar.d  all  over  the  world,  for  that  matter,  to 
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represent  the  Air  Force's  best  of  the  best,  and 
then  they  compete. 

Kill  Air  Force  Base  has  won  that 
competition  twice  since  it  was  started  in  nodern 
times  since  3981.  The  reason  they  won  twice  when 
moot  of  the  time  the  guard  deserves  men  is  because 
they've  got  the  expsrier.ee  end  they  fly  together 
all  the  time.  The  reason  why  Kill  won  that 
competition  twice,  l  would  venture  to  guess,  is 
because  they  have  tremendous  training  facilities  to 


There  are  very  few  restrictions  on  Sill 
Air  Force  Base  ranges.  Those  restrictions,  they've 
got  cattle  out  there.  They  have  chicken  ranches. 
They've  got  ell  kinds  of  things  going  on  down 
there.  And  it's  a  lot  of  desert,  Just  like  it  is 
here,  and  open  range  airspace  and  everything.  But 
va  operated  down  there  basically  with  very  fev 
restrictions,  vary  few  complaints,  and  very  few 
problems ,  And  that  state  gives  up  about  a  third  of 
its  territory  to  the  training  of  Air  Force  fighter 
pilots. 

1  flew  In  Vietnam.  3  flew  in  a  lot  of 
different  locations.  f  lost  a  lot  of  different 
friends  and  everything.  But  I'll  tell  you  tntei 


The  training  is  the  bottom  line  thing  that  makes 
the  difference  for  the  fighter  pilot,  and  he's  got 
to  get  it.  Jf  you  can't  have  it  in  the  quantities 
and  altitudes  and  things  that  are  being  proposed 
hers,  it  can  cause  you  a  lot  of  problems  and  It  car. 
causa  you  to  lose  frisnie  because  they're  not  ready 
to  do  it,  do  what  they  need  to  do. 

as  far  as  comparing  the  training  up  here 
to  down  there,  we  used  to  come  up  to  Saylor  Creek 
and  work  up  here.  Generally,  I  would  keep  the  guys 
down  there  because  1  could  get  better  training, 
less  restrictions,  less  problems,  less  bottlenecks, 
less  things  to  consider  as  far  at  supersonic  and 
things  like  that. 

Does  that  mean  I  have  to  quit? 

COLONS L :  SWH2XBY:  Please  finish  your 


MR.  JONBS:  Huh? 

COLONBL  SWBENBYi  Please  finish  your  thought. 

MR.  JONBS:  $o  basically  3  guess,  in 
summation,  I  think  enhancing  the  training  range 
keeps  a  valuable  commodity  In  our  state  and  our 
community.  It  gives  us  the  capability  to  produce  a 
pilot  that  can  go  out  and  do  his  job  and  protect 
you  and  I,  and  1  think  that's  critically 


important.  And  1  think  the  new  range  propceal 
gives  a  little  give  and  take  and  allows  us  to  do 
that  and  allows  the  people  to  do  chat,  and  I 
support  it  ISO  percent. 

Think  you . 

COLONEL  SW8BNEY:  Thank  you,  Mr.  Jones. 

I  didn't  mention  that  if  any  of  those 
would  like  to  further  expand  or.  their  remarks,  they 
certainly  have  ar.  opportunity  to  do  that.  Is  there 
anyone  who  would  like  to  add  to  their  earlier 
remarks  at  this  tine? 

(No  response. ) 

COLONEL  6WIBNEY:  If  not,  we'll  go  ahead  and 
adjourn  the  hearing.  As  I  said,  we  may  reopen  it 
if  there's  some  additional  interest  in  making 
additional  comments. 

(Proceedings  concluded  at  8;35  p.n.) 


GRAND  VIBW,  IDAKO 
Wednesday,  June  4,  1997,  «:S5  p.m. 


COLONEL  SWEENEY  I  Cur  first  comments  tonight 


will  come  from  Mr.  Charles  Couper. 


Mr.  Couper,  t  hope  I  pronounced  that 


correctly . 


GE-2  lo 


MR.  COUPHft  t  You  did.  You  did. 


CXARLBS  COUPBR, 


003011 


appeared  and  gave  the  following  statement t 


13  MR.  COUPBR:  My  name  i«  Chuck  Couper.  I'm  a 

14  lifelong  Idaho  resident  and  have  enjoyed  hunting 

15  and  outdoor  experiences  that  are  afforded  by  the 

If  Owyhee  country.  My  testimony  will  be  in  support  of 
17  Alternative  A,  continuing  to  use  the  present  range 
II  and  nearby  remote  ranges. 

19  There  are  a  number  of  concerns  with  the 

20  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  and  the 

21  probable  impact*,  but  I  will  briefly  touch  on 

22  threet  Humber  one.  the  need  for  the  expansion  of 

21  the  range,  specifically  airspace*  two,  expansion  of 

24  airspace  to  the  north;  three,  inadequacy  of  noise 

25  studies  and  probable  impact  of  increased  flights 


340 


Verbal  Comments 


46 


1 

and  noise  on  wildlife  and  wilderness  visitors. 

1 

The  second  thing  is  expanding  the 

2 

As  co  the  needs  section,  addressing  this 

AU-1 

2 

airspace  to  the  r.orth  is  Of  unknown  quantity  as 

3 

in  section  1.3  pags  ll?i  it  does  not  clearly  state 

3 

low-level  flights  have  not  or  should  not  have  been 

PN-1 

4 

a  crucial  need  exists  Cor  the  BTI  but  rather 

4 

flown  in  this  area  in  the  paet.  As  admitted  in  the 

5 

describes  those  attributes  of  an  ideal  or  perfect 

5 

SIS,  the  decibel  level  of  sound  in  the  area  will  be 

J 

situation  for  Ck T  training.  it  Is  not  clear  from 

6 

among  t'ne  highest.  ThU  will  affect  the  important 

7 

those  in  charge  and  who  have  decision-making 

7 

bighorn  sheep  heard,  deer,  antelope,  and  sage 

8 

authority  how  the  wants  and  wishes  relate  to  366th 

6 

grouse.  This  area  is  one  of  the  most  heavily 

9 

being  ready  and  capable  to  perform. 

9 

recreated  areas  in  the  Owyhees,  and  the  intrusion 

10 

When  aeksd  how  ready  and  capable  to 

10 

of  overflights  pose*  a  real  and  negative  hazard. 

11 

perform  by  the  Idaho  Legislature  in  February. 

11 

The  third  thing  ar.d  last  is  as  te  the 

12 

General  Xen  Peck,  366th  Wing  commander,  responded, 

12 

studies  relating  to  the  sound  and  impacts  cf 

13 

"We  are  the  most  combat  capable  unit  anywhere  in 

13 

nctce.  If  one  would  believe  chat  the  charts  and 

14 

the  world  right  now . " 

14 

tables  weed  in  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact 

15 

Any  lack  of  space  and  training 

15 

Statement,  all  is  well,  and  any  disturbing  noises 

16 

limitations  at  Saylor  Creek  apparently  Is  being 

16 

will  pass,  But  by  accepting  what  in  said  allows  a 

17 

adequately  completed  at  remote  ranges  without  too 

17 

shifting  in  costs  co  the  users  by  accepting  the 

18 

great  of  cost  and  loss  of  time. 

18 

noiee.  And  as  an  individual,  you  have  no  choice. 

19 

There  seems  to  be  little  difference  in 

It  seems  that  roost  U.S.  Air  Force  charts  are 

20 

this  current  £18  and  the  two  previous  Biss .  The 

NO-2 

20 

outdated  and  technically  flawed  as  they  deal  with 

21 

goal  seen*  to  be  an  electronic  battlefield  much 

21 

urban  sounds  and  not  rural  settings  and 

22 

like  the  red  flag  operation  in  Nevada  at  Nellis  Air 

22 

wilderness . 

23 

Force  Base  range.  Changes  from  the  previous  eis  is 

23 

In  conclusion,  I'd  say  leave  Owyhee  ac  it 

24 

only  in  the  configuration  but  nothing  being 

24 

i*.  stay  with  Alternative  A,  which  is  the  no 

23 

eliminated . 

25 

action  alternative. 

47 

46 

1 

Thank  you  for  your  time. 

1 

worked  very  bard  to  solicit  meaningful  and  genuine 

2 

COLONEL  SWEENEY i  Thank  you,  Mr.  Couper. 

2 

comments  froti  ell  members  of  the  Owyhee  community. 

3 

We'll  give  you  some  additional  time,  if  you'd  like. 

3 

They  have  definitely  gone  the  extra  mile  to  ensure 

4 

at  the  end. 

4 

that  everyone's  interest  has  been  considered  and 

S 

MR.  COOPER:  No .  That'#  fine.  Thank  you, 

5 

that  the  fiDal  alternative  chosen  will  represent 

S 

sir. 

6 

the  hast  decision  possible  for  the  good  of  the 

7 

COLONEL  SN6BNEY:  Our  next  speaker  L e  Mr.  Bill 

7 

nation,  the  community,  and  for  each  individual  in 

6 

Brodsrsen. 

« 

Owyhee  County. 

9 

9 

I  expect  that  the  Air  Force  will  receive 

GE-1  10 

BILL  BRODERSEN,  OOSOl.2 

id 

numerous  comments  concerning  this  training  range 

n 

appeared  and  gave  the  following  statement! 

n 

proposal.  In  reviewing  these  comments,  I  ask  that 

12 

12 

the  focus  of  the  final  decision-makers  be  on  the 

13 

KR .  BRODERSBN:  -Good  evening.  My  name  ia  Bill 

13 

principles  of  truth  and  on  a  Christian  view  toward 

14 

Brodersen,  end  I  represent  myself  and  my  family. 

14 

the  future  of  all  mankind. 

IS 

I'm  in  favor  of  Alternative  C.  My  address  is  HC  83 

15 

Tbe  key  co  this  process  is  really  the  k«y 

16 

Box  226-8,  Grand  View,  Idaho. 

16 

to  life,  as  expressed  by  our  sovereign  God.  Ke  are 

17 

1  have  been  a  member  of  the  Grand  View 

17 

all  in  this  world  together,  and  the  decisions  we 

18 

and  Mountain  Horae  communities  for  the  last  6  1/2 

19 

make  as  individuals  can  and  do  make  a  difference  on 

19 

years,  and  I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  present 

19 

to  our  entire  family.  And  the  and  result  should  be 

20 

my  comments  concerning  the  Air  Force  proposals  for 

20 

measured  in  terms  of  benefit  or  deficit  to  the 

21 

the  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho. 

21 

whole  and  not  just  to  a  select  £ev. 

22 

First  of  all,  I'd  like  tc  express  my  view 

22 

Some  would  say  that  a  new  training  range 

23 

that  the  Air  Force  has  done  a  superb  --  not  just  a 

22 

would  be  bad  for  the  enjoyment  of  our  wilderness 

24 

good  job.  but  a  superb  job  In  considering  the 

24 

experience.  Others  would  say  that  no  training 

2  S 

impacts  of  each  of  the  Current  proposals  tnd  has 

i 

25 

range  would  be  bad  for  the  enjoyment  of  our  freedom 
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experience.  Both  positions,  of  course,  have  xerit, 
and  neither  i»  the  wrong,  in  »y  view. 

The  challenge  is  to  arrive  at  a  final 
decision  that  will  cniniwlxe  adverse  Impacts  while 
maximising  the  benefit  to  our  nation,  which 
includes  all  of  us  as  individual*,  1  believe  that 
the  proposals  that  are  or.  the  table  meet  that 
challenge,  and  2  felly  support  the  Mr  Force  in  its 
pursuit  of  the  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho. 

Thank  you  very  much  for  giving  me  this 
opportunity  to  express  these  comments. 

COLONEL  swebney :  Thank  you,  Mr.  Brodersen. 

Ladies  and  gentlemen,  that  complete*  the 
list  of  those  who  have  asked  to  speak  this 
evening.  Are  there  any  of  our  previous  speakers  -- 
Hr.  Brodersen  and  Hr.  couper  --  who  vere  frustrated 
by  the  three-minute  limit  and  rushed  through  and 
were  stifled  a  little  bit  and  would  like  to  expand 
on  their  remarks  or  advise  their  remarks  in  any 
respect  at  this  tine? 

HR.  B30DBRCBN:  well,  1  can  stand  right  here. 

I  don't  need  a  microphone. 

X  took  a  special  crip  down  to  -  -  prcbably 
some  of  you  might  be  asking  why  I  would  ever  do 
this.  But  1  took  a  special  trip  down  to  Jarbidge 


Nevada,  a  lovolv  place,  And  T  went  right  through 
the  desert  to  get  there.  And  I  kept  saying  to 
myself,  you've  got  to  be  crazy  to  do  this.  But 
«  it's  beautiful  country,  a  lot  of  open  land.  There 

5  is  no  place  that  our  jets  in  the  United  States  of 

6  America  or  any  other  models  or  any  other  kind  cf 

?  aircraft  are  going  to  do  damage  to  the  wildlife  or 
I  the  cattle  or  the  sheep  or  any  of  the  snakes  or  the 
9  whistle  pigs  or  whatever  Is  down  in  there.  There 
10  is  no  place  in  chat  area  that  the  things  that  the 
It  Air  Force  wants  to  do  in  Owyhee  County  will  ever 

12  disturb  the  peace  and  tranquility  of  either  the 

13  animals  or  mankind. 


GE-1  14 


NR.  COUPER:  Colonel  Sweeney,  1  would  like  to 

00 BO 13 


COLONEL  swbenev i  please.  If  you'd  like  to 
come  up  to  the  microphone,  it  would  be  a  little  bit 
easier  to  hear  you. 

MR,  COUPER.1  I've  been  involved  in  studying 
and  analyzing  Air  Force  activity  and  the 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  since  they  first 
vere  drawn  up  going  back  to,  what,  19B9  or  whatever 
it  might  be,  and  1  have  really  done  some  heavy 
studying  trying  to  understand  vhat  the  objective 


I  want  you  to  understand  that  I'm  not 
SAtimilitary  cr  anti-Air  Pores.  I  peracnally  have 
spent  time  in  the  military,  probably  earlier  than 
most  people  here  in  thi*  room.  I  can  give  you  my 
serial  number,  Lf  you  would  like  to  have  it. 

But  the  problem  that  I  have  i*  that  in 
studying  the  past  of  Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base 
and  the  range  which  they  work  with,  it  was 
originally  designed  for  the  SAC  bare  that  they  had 
with  bombere  in  here  and  this  was  how  it  wee 
developed.  This  was  hov  it  was  put  together  as  to 
shape.  Then  it  was  shifted  over  to  attack  range 
and  attack  use  as  such.  And  it  had  its 
limitations,  I'm  sure.  Kot  being  a  pilot,  I'm  sure 
that  it  did  have  its  limitations. 

But  now  we're  faced  with  the  highly 
17  sophisticated  type  of  aerial  combat,  and  I  have  no 
IB  problem  with  under standing  why  they  would  want 

19  this.  The  problems  chat  I  tea  is  that,  and  I've 

20  made  thi*  comment,  Is  that  it  is  an  attempt  to  try 
to  make  a  silk  person  out  of  a  sow's  ear,  to  to 
speak,  as  to  the  shape  er.d  the  land  that  lies  under 
the  airspace. 

I  believe  that  it's  called  Jarbldge,  end 
I'm  familiar  with  that  country  down  there.  I  heard 


a  man  last  night  make  a  comment  that  he  hur.ted  all 
these  year*  down  In  Jarbldge.  It  isn't  that. 

3  thick  the  biggest  problem,  and  I've 
contended  thi*  all  along,  is  this  airspace  is  just 
right  out  there  that  la  going  to  be  u*ed  for  people 
going  into  whatever  range  would  be  chosen. 

And  it  this  is  what  the  people  want  in 
total,  then  fin*,  But  you're  going  to  give  up 
something.  You're  going  to  give  up  a  little  bit  of 
peace  end  solitude  that  is  on  Battle  Creek,  is  out 
on  the  Little  Jack's  Creek  area,  over  on  Ambo 
Ridge,  Rock  Creek,  those  area*  over  in  there,  which 
13  J  when  I  said  there's  lot*  of  recreation,  there  is 
lots  of  recreation. 

X  was  cold  this  week  by  a  man  chat  said 
if  you  want  to  try  and  camp  out  there  and  chink 
you're  going  to  have  the  type  of  experience  that 
you've  had  in  the  past.  you  better  forget  about  i: 
19  |  because  it  won’t  be  chat  way. 

Nov,  if  you  have  your  druthers,  I  think 
the  Air  Force  has  done  a  fine  job  in  trying  to  find 
that  area  which  is  the  best  as  far  as  the  drop 
sice.  The  drop  site  Is  not  the  key  issue  here 
Airspace  is  the  key  iaaue.  And  I'm  sure  that  if 
ycu  were  to  take  it  up  with  any  of  the  people  with 
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57 


ARM  AND  ICK3RT ,  OOS'Oi4 

appeared  end  gave  the  following  statement: 

MR.  ECKHRTi  Thank  you.  I'd  like  to  thank  the 
Air  Force  for  the  opportunity  to  comment.  Second, 
I'd  like  to  take  the  opportunity  to  thank  the  Air 
Force  for  putting  together  the  community  report, 
which  made  reviewing  the  proposal  nocfc  easier. 

And,  third,  I'd  like  to  thank  the  Air  Force  for  a 
noth  more  professional  approach  to  the  BIS  and  to 
the  four  alternatives  that  they  offer. 

I  atill  have  some  concerns.  One  is  the 
noise  level,  and  I'm  not  sure  how  you  wight  reeolve 
that.  But  in  your  community  report,  you  state  that 
the  effects  of  overflight  are  not  considered 
sufficient  tc  preclude  recommending  areas  for 
wilderness  study,  and  I  guess  I  simply  disagree 
with  that.  lither  you  are  wrong  or.  that  point,  or 
I  think  the  ELM  is  wrong.  And  what  you're 
advocating  is  a  noisy  wilderness  with  the  planes 
but  not  the  trains  and  automobile*,  end  I  think 
it' a  an  either/or  situation. 

It  appear*  that  the  Air  Force,  at  least 
in  reading  the  community  report,  Ls  not  ready  to 
admit  that  the  aircraft  have  noise  effect*.  Toe 


quote  an  BIS  for  an  Oregon  wilderness  study  that 

2  states  thet  the  influence  of  these  lov<level 

3  flights  on  a  visitor's  perception  of  solitude  Is 

4  quit*  temporary  but  extreme  for  a  short  period  of 

5  time  and  these  flights  do  not  have  «  significant 
<  long-lasting  adverse  effects  on  the  visitor's 

7  opportunity  to  find  solitude. 

A  I  think,  first,  I  would  venture  tc  guess 

9  that  you  have  not  served  the  visitors  to 

10  substantiate  that  and,  second,  that  the  statement 

11  assumes  that  there  was  only  one  overflight,  I 

12  assume.  And  as  you  know,  there  are  many  flights 

13  during  the  day,  and  chose  noise  pollutions  are 

14  constant,  so  my  perception  is  the  that  the  flights 

15  do  have  a  significant  long-lasting  effect. 

1<  Third,  if  you've  been  out  there  when  a 

17  huge  sonic  boom  echoes  in  the  canyone  for  a  period 

19  of  time  or  when  you  fall  to  the  ground  trying  to 
11  protect  your  eardrums,  the  mental  effect  is 

20  long-lasting.  And  I  just  ask  why,  in  the  report, 

21  doesn't  the  Air  Force  just  simply  admit  chat  the 

22  noise  effect  can  be  substantial  and  can  have 

23  lasting  effects? 

p4  And  also  the  Air  Force  eeems  to  be 

|25  unwilling  to  admit  that  noise  can  causa  structural 


damage.  It  cculd  have  added  to  its  mitigation  list 
that  it  would  be  willing  to  fix  structure!  damage 
to  privet*  and  public  buildings  when  they  occur. 

For  example,  the  CastleCord  School  District.  Bor 
instance,  the  gymnasium  was  structurally  damaged 
due  to  an  alleged  overflight,  yet  the  Air  Force 
refusee  tc  admit  it  end  then  now  you're  expecting 
or  wanting  us  to  believe  the  noise  effects  are 
minimal . 

And  further,  I  have  a  farm  just  15  miles 
northwest  of  Buhl,  and  it's  very  close  to  the  Twin 
Falls  County  and  Owyhee  County  lines.  And, 
personally,  2  just  simply  do  not  wart  it  in  ny 
backyard.  You  can  average  all  the  noise  levels  you 
want,  but  it  aimply  comes  down  to  a  specific  moment 
when  the  noise  level  Is  the  greatest  snd  has  the 
greatest  effect. 

I  have  sone  other  things,  but  I'll  simply 
say  that  the  pollution  I'm  concerned  about  is  the 
27,000  aluminum  bundles  you  throw.  r  don't  think 
the  report  adequately  address  their  effect.  The 
anitter  sites,  you  talk  about  warning  signs  but 
they  didn't  say  why  the  warning  signs  are 
necessary.  I  think  the  roads,  you  need  to  define 
infrequent  use  because  certain  times  of  the  year 


there  are  frequent  uses. 

And  the  Air  Force,  I  think,  has  done  a 
better  job  io  preparing  the  EI6.  :  think  that  I 
would  accept  Alternative  C,  the  Grasmere  site.  If 
it  does  act  addrese  the  issues  1  just  mentioned,  I 
would  recommended  Alternative  A,  the  no  action 
el  temst  ive . 

Thank  you  very  much. 

COLONEL  SW3ENSV  t  Thank  ycu,  Mr.  Ickert.  I 
don't  want  you  to  feel  rushed,  bet  we  need  to  try 
to  keep  on  schedule,  and  I  will  give  you  an 
opportunity  to  come  back  er  the  end. 

MR.  8CK3RT;  I  understand.  Thanks. 

COLONEL  SWIENZY:  Thank  you. 

Our  next  speaker  will  be  p's.  Laurie 
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2  1  laur:£  9 lack ,  00&'0i5 

2  Appeared  and  gave  the  following  statement: 

3 

6  MS.  BLACK:  My  aain«  is  Laurie  Black,  and  I 

5  reside  in  Glenns  Ferry.  Idaho. 

6  In  March  of  1989,  I  was  the  editor  of  a 

7  snail  weekly  newspaper  when  the  original  concept  of 

8  a  million-acre,  world-close  training  rang*  we* 

9  introduced  to  the  public.  This  plan  was  announced 

10  to  about  40  Interested  persons  sitting  in  e  small 

11  meeting  rcom  in  a  restaurant  in  Mountain  Home, 

12  Idaho.  I  became  a  member  of  the  blm  citizens 

13  working  group,  read  thousands  of  puces  of  printed 

14  material,  and  drove  countless  miles  to  attend 

15  dozens  of  meetings. 

16  Members  of  that  citizens  working  group 

17  ana  the  publ ic. attending  the  environmental  impact 

18  meetings  at  that  time  asked  for  a  national 

19  assessment  of  all  military  controlled  airspace  and 

20  lands  within  the  United  state*  borders.  This 

21  information  was  deemed  necessary  to  determine  the 

22  necessity  of  increased  military  presence  in  Idaho. 

23  The  information  was  never  attained  for  our  group  or 

24  for  myself,  and  the  proposal  at  that  time  was 

25  ultimately  scrapped, 


In  1992  I  was  employed  by  the 
Shothons-Paiute  Tribes  off  the  Duck  Valley  Indian 
Reservation  as  the  editor  of  their  tribal  monthly 
newspaper.  And  at  that  time,  the  Idaho  legislators 
were  lobbying  with  the  Air  Force  to  gain  a  new 
configuration  of  land  and  airspace  in  the  southwest 
corner  of  this  state. 

Once  again,  I  read  thousands  of  pages, 
attended  dozens  of  meetings,  and  wee  amongst  those 
who  reguested  a  national  needs  assessment  plan  in 
order  to  see  if  this  proposal  was  necessary.  Once 
again,  the  information  was  never  attained  and  the 
proposal  was  ultimately  scrapped. 

Now,  ir.  1997,  I  am  traveling  the  miles, 
reading  the  pages,  and  attending  the  meetings  for 
yet  another  proposal  to  increase  military  lands  and 
control  of  the  airspace  surrounding  them.  I  have 
in  my  possession  literature  in  the  form  of  the  sis* 
repreaenting  nearly  $7  million  of  the  taxpayers* 
money,  its  literature  consisting  of  the  Air  Forca 
and  legislature's  attempt  to  rationalize  their 
deslrs  for  core  land  and  more  airspace  and  more 
money .  Ac  no  time  in  the  last  eight  years  in  these 
proposals  have  I  seen  »  statement  of  need  for 
either  the  local  or  national  level  military  cr 


1  legislative  personnel.  ■ 

2  IC  this  current  proposal  of  Enhanced 

3  Training  in  Idaho  i*  to  become  a  reality,  thousands 

4  of  acres  of  land  currently  owned  by  the  people  of 

5  the  United  States  of  America  will  have  to  formally 
5  be  withdrawn  by  approval  of  the  national  Congress. 

7  So  for  a  third  and  hopefully  final  time,  I  request 

8  that  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  cf 

~ 9  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho  contain  a  statement  of 

10  congressional,  national  congressional  intent  tc 

11  produce  or  procure  a  national  inventory  of  all 

12  military  lands  and  controlled  airspace  in  the 

13  united  States  to  be  completed  before  a  final 

14  decision  is  made  regarding  this  proposal. 

15  Thank  you . 

16  COLONBL  fiWBENB V  t  Thank  you  very  much, 

17  Next  w*  *  11  hear  from  Mr.  Rod  Rees. 


ROD  ABES,  00S016 
appeared  and  gave  the  following  statement* 


MR.  REES :  Thank  you,  air.  My  name  is  Rod 
Rees  from  Glenns  Ferry,  Idaho.  I  left  my  note*  at 
ny  chair,  eo  1  think  I'm  going  to  have  to  ad  lib 
this  one,  unlike  the  ones  I've  done  several  time* 
in  the  past. 

I*m  placed  in  a  position  of  trying  to 
express  something  that  I  think  is  very  haTd  to 
express  because  its  boundaries  have  been  squeezed 
so  tightly  it's  hard  to  find  what  it  is  I'n  trying 
to  say.  And  I  think  i  would  express  it  best  by 
making  a  distinction  between  generalities  or 
general  issues  and  specifics. 

I  spent  20  years  in  Western  Washington 
before  moving  to  Southern  Idaho,  so  I'm  fairy  well 
familiar  with  the  logging  problems  over  there  and 
what  became  known  as  the  spotted  owl  controversy. 
And  around  here,  being  from  Glenns  Ferry  and  close 
to  Bruneau,  Idaho,  the  same  thing  shows  up  in  what 
was  called  the  Bruneau  snail. 

And  I  Chink  what  I'm  trying  to  get  at 
here  as  distinctly  as  :  can  is  that  very  often 
those  of  us  that  have  a  more  broad  perspective  of 
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things  find  that  *e  have  difficulty  promoting  a 
broad  perspective  whan  the  detail*  are  focused  on 
narrowing. 

The  issue  in  Mestern  Washington,  the 
logging  issue  in  Western  Washington  raally  had 
nothing  to  do  with  the  spotted  owl.  And  if  the 
spotted  owl  ware  suddenly  to  recover,  logging  would 
return  to  Western.  Washington  to  a  great  detriment 
to  tha  environment,  I  believe. 

Likewise,  the  ranching  problems  and  tb* 
water  problem#  in  the  Brune&u  valley  have  very 
little  tc  do  with  the  infamous  Bruneau  snail.  if 
tha  snail  war*  to  recover,  thara  would  still  be  a 
water  problem  in  Bruneau  canyons,  and  the  cattle 
ranching  would  still  be  a  problem. 

And  z  think  I  feel  the  same  way  about  the 
proposed  training  range.  And  2'm  not  really  coo 
concerned  about  any  of  the  specifics  at  this 
19  point,  what  I'm  concerned  about  is  that  something 

10  is  happening  out  there  that  when  Z  gc  out  and  when 

21  nany  of  my  friends  go  out,  we  will  be  able  to  feel 
it  in  a  way  that  1  would  not  be  able  to  express  cn 
the  Environmental  Impact  Statement  at  this  time. 

I  guess  ell  l  could  do  at  this  point 
would  be  to  apologize  to  you,  sir,  for  not  being 


able  to  very  coherently  focus  my  thoughts.  I  guess 
*i«ply  placed  at  thi*  point  in  a  position  of 
frustration  and  concern  chat  this  broader 
perspective  that  I'm  inarticulately  trying  to 
proceed  here  is  being  pushed  aside  instead  of 
washed  sway. 

I  guess  I'll  go  back  to  nr.y  seat.  Thanh 


Colonel  SWSBKEYt  Thank  you,  Mr.  Rees.  You 
will  have  an  opportunity  again,  if  you'd  like,  to 
expand  or  add  additional  remarks. 

MR.  REES  .•  Thank  you  very  much. 

COLONEL  6HBBNEY:  Next  we'll  hear  from,  Ms. 
14  Marta  Creen. 


MARTA  ORKBN,  00S017 
appeared  and  gave  Che  following  statement: 


MS.  GREEN:  Thank  you.  My  name  is  Marta 
Creen,  and  Z  reside  in  Glenns  Jerry,  Idaho. 

I've  been  to  many  of  these  bearings,  and 
I  guess  this  is  the  first  time  chat  I've  felt  so 
intimidated.  But  my  sister,  thank  you,  reminded  me 
that  this  is  our  lar.d  that  I'm  her*  defending.  : 
feci  like  I'm  defending  It.  Ar,d  this  Is  not  the 
Air  roree'*  land,  *r.d  that  this  is  a  bearing  chat 
belongs  to  me  as  well  as  the  other  people,  coo,  sc 
I'm  going  to  go  ahead  and  say  what  I  was  going  to 


The  underlined  EXS  is  an  assumption  and  a 
claim  that  there  Is  a  need  for  an  expanded  range. 
And  the  firat  atep  in  addressing  any  need  is  to 
assess  whether  the  need  actually  exists  and,  if  sc, 
to  vhat  extant 

The  Air  Pore*  hat  failed  to  take  this 
cruel  and  most  obvious  firit  step  Instead,  it  has 
•  imply  stated  that  a  national  needs  assessment  is 
"beyend  the  scope  of  this  BIS."  And  it  has  meved, 

I  think,  very  stubbornly  eorward  with  this  vhcle 
agenda,  and  I  feel  this  is  costly  and  irresponsible 


In  1989  the  Air  Jorce  claimed  to  need  1.5 
million  acres  to  ensure  national  security.  In  a 
later  proposal,  its  nesd  was  for  25.000  acres.  How 
years  later  and  scill  without  a  needs  assessment, 
its  new  eagLc  figure  is  12,000  acres. 

The  government  should  first  thoroughly 
review  the  more  than  Jl  million  scree  already  set 
aside  for  military  use.  Secondly,  if  this  review 
shows  a  legitimate  need  exists  to  withdraw  more 
public  land,  then  and  only  then  should  the  Air 
rerce  proceed  to  determine  whether  Idaho  is  the 
proper  and  necessary  place  for  any  expansion, 

I  came  here  tonight  at  my  own  expense  to 
testify  on  my  own  time,  and  thousands  of  others 
have  done  the  same  thing  year  after  year.  But  like 
a  bad  penny,  the  Air  Force  keeps  coming  back  and 
ccntlnues  to  spend  millions  of  our  tax  dollars  uc 
push  its  agenda  here  in  Idaho,  even  though  v©  have 
repeatedly  given  a  sounding  no  to  its  proposals. 
This  is  bullying  behavior.  And  I  'u*t  fail  to 
understand  what  it  is  about  the  word  -no"  that  the 
Air  Fcrce  fails  to  understand. 

Ultimately,  thie  is  a  battle  of  values. 

We  Xdahoanc  value  the  vast  undisturbed  reaches  of 
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\  the  Owyhee  canyonlands.  Ha  cherish  the  wildlife 

2  we've  prospered  there,  And  we  respect  the 

3  Shoehone> Pa  Lute  who  are  at  home  in  the  Southwest 

4  Idaho  desert.  it  would  be  a  sad  day  Indeed  to 

5  desecrate  all  that  for  tba  air  Force's  current  pet 

6  project,  a  project  that  has  not  been  decreed 

7  necessary. 

8  The  Owyhee  desert  is  the  largest  roadless 

9  area  left  in  the  lover  48.  This  SIS  simply  does 
LU-7  10  not  address  the  value  of  leaving  this  land 

11  undisturbed. 

I  feel  that  the  IIS  is  a  transparent 

13  advertising  campaign  to  mitigate  public  opinion  and 

14  minimise  the  ETl'e  negative  impact  in  southwest 

15  Idaho.  And  I'm  tired  of  pleying  this  game  of 

16  having  to  come  here  year  after  year  after  year. 

17  Idaho's  economy  is  healthy  and  strong.  Idaho 

18  doesn't  need  the  BTI,  and  the  Air  Force  is  not  our 

19  future.  And  it's  also  time  that  our  elected 

20  officials  listen  to  the  land  and  listen  to  the 

21  people  and  have  the  courage  to  turn  away  from  the 

22  temporary  promise  of  Air  Force  money. 

23  finally,  I  feel  that  the  proposal  for 

24  Bnhanced  Training  in  Idaho  is  fiscally,  morally. 

25  and  environmental  irresponsible. 


Thanh  you. 

COLONEL  SWEENEY:  Thank  you.  Our  next  speaker 
will  be  Mr.  H.L.  Pringle. 

X  , L .  PRINGLE.  OOSOiS 
appeared  and  gave  the  following  statement: 


8  HR.  PRIXGLBi  I'm  from  Jerome,  Idaho.  I'd 

9  just  like  to  say  that  I  think  the  Air  Porce  has 

10  done  a  vary  good  job  in  preparing  this 

11  Environmental  Impact  Statement.  To  my  knowledge, 

12  there  is  nothing  environmentally  that  I  can  see 

13  that  would  offset  the  very  important  need  to  give 

14  our  pilots  the  very  best  training  ar.d  every 

15  advantage  that  they  could  possibly  have. 

16  Thank  you. 

17  COLONEL  SKEBNBY;  Thank  you ,  Mr.  Pringle. 

18  Next  la  Margaret  Macdonald  Stewart. 


GE-2  i 


2  l  MARGARET  MACDONALD  STEWART,  00$Qt9 

2'  appeared  and  gave  the  following  statement: 

1 

4  Mfl.  STEVARTi  My  name  is  Margaret  Macdonald 

5  Stewart ,  and  I'm  a  resident  of  Idaho  and  have  been 

6  for  2€  years . 

7  Before  I  begin  my  comment*  tonight,  I 

8  would  like  to  comment  on  two  very  glaring  actions 
i  by  the  Air  Force  that  I  believe  completely 

10  discourage  public  comment. 

31  First  of  all,  this  is  the  fourth  attempt 

12  by  the  Air  Porce  to  expand  their  bombing  range  at 

13  Mountain  Home  Air  porce  Base.  in  the  three 

14  previous  attempts,  there  have  been  public  hearing* 

15  in  Twin  Falls,  and  we  have  been  allowed  to  testify 

16  in  the  afternoon  and  the  evening.  This  time,  we 

17  have  a  three-hour  eeesion  which  has  been  shortened 

H  to  about  two  or  a  lictLe  over  two  hours,  and,  to 

19  me,  that's  completely  inappropriate. 

20  When  I  called  the  Air  Force  Base  recently 
2x  to  inquire  about  the  reasons  behind  having  public 

22  testimony  time  cut  in  half,  I  was  told  it  was  to 

23  accommodate  the  greateet  number  of  people  in 

24  testifying.  Half  the  testimony  tine  giving  the 

25  greatest  number  of  people  the  opportunity  to 


1  testify  at  a  public  hearing?  i  don't  believe  so. 

2'  And,  second,  I'd  like  tc  point  this  out 

3  to  you  and  have  this  included  in  the  evidence. 

4  Thie  is  an  advertisement  to  encourage  people  to 

5  participate  in  the  public  hearings  that  appeared  in 

6  the  Times  News.  In  the  last  ten  days,  chore  have 

7  been  two  of  them.  I  can't  even  road  this  with  my 

8  bifocals.  I  can't  aven  read  it  with  a  magnifying 

9  glass.  This  does  not  encourage  public 

10  participation  at  all.  I  think  it's  a  total  waste 

11  of  taxpayer  dollars. 

12  And  now  my  comments  on  the  Draft  IIS: 

13  Ever,  though  there  was  a  request  by 

14  congress  several  year*  ago  for  the  military  to  do  a 

15  national  needs  assessment  on  all  military  lands  and 

16  air  expansion  requests,  the  Air  Porce  still  has  not 

17  done  so.  X  request  that  e  national  needs 


|JL8  assessment,  as  several  people  before  me  have 

19  requested,  be  done  immediately  covering  all 

20  branches  of  the  military  as  several  branches  will 

21  be  using  the  same  areas. 

22  Number  two,  I  request  that  the  public 

23  comment  period  be  extended  beyond  August  6tfc.  The 

24  Draft  BIS  is  a  very  large  document  and  will  take 
23  more  than  two  months  to  read  and  digest  the 
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1 

material  adequately  f or  many  people  to  make  an 

1 

aro  not  above  the  law. 

2 

informed  decision. 

2 

Pour,  I  request  chat  the  EIS  states  with 

3 

1  might  add  that  many  people  who  have 

~3 

one  tingle  ••  whe  the  one  single  entity  that  takes 

“  4 

received  Draft/Final  BiSs  in  the  past  still  today 

PR-13 

4 

full  and  final  responsibility  Cor  any  potential 

3 

heva  not  received  their  copy  of'  the  draft  that 

5 

accidents  or  damage  which  may  occur  on  or  near  the 

6 

we're  talking  about  tonight.  I  personally  had  to 

C 

bombing  range.  For  example,  fires  from  dropped 

PR-4 

7 

call  Che  Air  Force  Bast  and  request  a  copy  and  was 

7 

flares  or  bo<rfe«  accidentally  dropped  outside 

a 

given  no  reason  why  »ny  name  had  mysteriously 

l 

designated  areas.  As  ycu  know,  there  has  bean  a 

9 

disappeared  from  their  computer  list  of  people  who 

9 

problem  with  the  Castleford  School,  which  someone 

10 

have  requested  Environmental  impact  Statements. 

10 

else  has  already  talked  about.  The  Air  Force  said 

11 

Three,  with  thi*  new  Bis,  the  Air  Force 

i: 

It  was  not  their  responsibility  and  it  was  not 

12 

is,  once  again,  not  complying  with  the  federal 

12 

caused  by  them.  If  this  is  how  they  behave,  ve're 

13 

court  order  to  look  at  the  whole  picture  of  the 

13 

all  in  trouble. 

DP-4 

14 

1992  arrival  of  the  composite  wing  at  Mountain  Home 

14 

1  have  more  comments  that  hopefully  I'll 

15 

Air  Force  Base  and  the  training  needs  of  those 

15 

be  able  to  talk  more  later  on. 

16 

warplanes,  with  even  the  slightest  bit  of 

lfi 

Thank  you. 

-17 

intelligence,  1c  is  obvious  that  the  arrival  of 

17 

COLONBL  £ KEENEY :  Thank  you. 

13 

those  varpltnee  and  their  subsequent  training  need© 

11 

Next,  Mr.  Robert  Luntey. 

19 

are  two  closely  linked  actions. 

19 

20 

Under  the  National  Environmental  Policy 

20 

21 

Act,  any  two  actions  that  are  clearly  linked  must 

21 

22 

be  addressed  in  one  single  bis.  Juet  by  changing 

22 

23 

the  name  of  the  proposal  s'  name  from  the  1993/94 

23 

24 

name  does  not  get  the  Air  Force  off  the  hook  of 

24 

2  S 

having  to  comply  with  the  federal  ccurt  order.  You 

25 

. 

75 

76 

GE-2 

1 

ROBERT  Ll/NTEY,  OOSOlfO 

and  recreational  important  area  in  Idaho  from 

2 

appeared  end  gave  the  following  statement; 

2 

further  indignities  that  would  be  inflicted  by 

training  range  expansion. 

4 

KA.  LUNTBYj  Sir,  1  would  like  to  read  a  short 

4 

Last  weak,  my  wife  and  t  were  In  our 

5 

statement  followed  by  an  oral  statement,  if  I 

5 

glassed-in  greenhouse  when  w«  suffered  a  really 

6 

wiah. 

C 

severe  sonic  boom.  The  glass  rolled  and  rocked, 

7 

COLONEL  SWtBNBY;  Certainly. 

7 

and  we  had  a  lot  of  noise,  and  we  were  afraid  that 

6 

KR.  LUNTEY:  I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to. 

8 

something  would  break.  It  did  not,  and  we  did  not 

9 

once  again,  comment  on  the  Environmental  Impact 

9 

•offer  any  consequences. 

10 

Statement  related  to  expansion  of  the  Air  Pores 

10 

However,  I'm  thinking  about  two  important 

11 

mission  near  Mountain  Home,  Idaho.  I  have  reviewed 

i; 

geological  features  chat  lie  west  cx,  excuse  me. 

12 

the  document  entitled  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho, 

12 

tast  of  the  Saylor  Creek  training  tange.  One  is 

13 

Community  Report  dated  April  1997  and  base  tny 

”l3 

the  balanced  rock  area  which  Lies  west  of 

14 

comments  on  information  provided  In  that  report. 

14 

Castleford.  And  unfortunately  I  have  not  read 

15 

On  page  31,  there  is  a  chart  listing  the 

15 

either  of  the  large  volumes  of  the  Environmental 

16 

potential  effects  of  each  of  the  four  alternatives-, 

Impact  Statement,  so  I  don't  know  whether  it  has 

17 

A.  B,  C,  and  D,  considered  in  the  Environmental 

considered  the  possible  Impact  Of  sonic  booms  on 

18 

Impact  Statement.  Alternatives  B,  C,  and  D  have 

NO-23 

the  balanced  rock. 

19 

varying  negative  effects  on  the  environment,  which, 

19 

Also,  there  is  a  Hagerman  fossil  national 

20 

in  my  opinion,  axe  not  worth  riak  in  an  attempt  to 

20 

monument  near  Hagerman,  end  that  area  suffers 

21 

achieve  some  Improvement  in  Air  Force  training 

21 

slides  on  occasion  which  destroys  much  of  the 

2  2 

vhieh  is  already  considered  excellent. 

22 

scientific  of  the  foceila.  Again,  I  think  if  the 

23 

Alternative  A  lists  no  adverse  effects. 

23 

Environmental  Impact  Statement  doesn't  address  chat 

24 

Consequently ,  I  strongly  support  the  no  action 

2  4 

question,  it  should. 

25 

Alternative  A  which  will  spare  this  ecologically 

25 

Thank  you. 
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COLONEL  SWESNSY i  Thank  you  ver y  much,  sir. 
Next,  Mr.  Randall  Morris. 


RANDALL  B.  MORRIS  ,  00fc>021 

appeared  and  gave  the  following  statement: 


7  MR.  MORRIS i  Mr.  Chairman,  my  name  is  Randall 

8  Morris.  I  reside  In  Boise,  Idaho.  i  was  a 

9  resident  of  Elmore  County  for  21  years  where  I 

10  maintained  the  practice  of  dentistry  for  those  2i 

11  years  and  still  do. 

12  First  off,  I'd  like  to  know  why  vie  are 

13  here.  The  Air  Force  has  dragged  out  this  entire 

14  little  nag  out  of  the  barn  three  or  four  times  now, 

15  and  it  still  hasn't  finished  in  the  money  yet. 

16  Under  this  proposal,  the  airspace  is 

17  still  going  to  impact  --  airspace  users  are  still 
1«  going  to  impact  the  wildlife  on  the  ground  and  the 
19  other  users  that  will  be  using  thLs  area. 

2°  There  are  still  emitter  sites  scattered 

21  all  across  the  Owyhee  and  Bruntau  plateaus.  It's 

22  essentially  the  same  proposal  with  the  boundaries 

23  erased  and  a  few  modifications. 

1 24  The  Air  Force  has  never  demonstrated  a 

25  need  for  till*  proposal,  and  I  would  remind  the  Air 


Force  that  need  is  the  primary  guiding  requirement 
of  tfce  Environmental  Policy  Act.  First,  you 
establish  the  need,  and  then  you  study  the 
consequences  if  you  carry  out  ycur  action. 

Had  the  Air  Porce  followed  the  law  and 
followed  the  Environmental  Policy  Act,  they  would 
have  done  an  adequate  EIS  prior  to  embarking  upon 
thia  adventure.  They  would  have  known  before  about 
the  incomparable  national  resources  present  ir.  this 
region.  They  would  have  known  about  the  world 
class  whitewatar  present.  They  would  have  known 
about  the  national  park  quality  canyons  and  desert 
lands.  They  would  have  known  that  the  largest 

14  California  bighorn  herd  of  sheep  in  the  United 

15  States  resides  there.  They  would  have  known  about 
the  archaeological  resources.  They  would  have 
known  about  the  Native  American'  sacred  sices  And 

18  they  would  have  known  chat  one  of  the  largest 
wintering  herds  of  antelope  in  North  America 
winters  in  the  area. 

Instead,  in  1989.  the  Ait  Porce  lied  to 
Congress  end  the  realignment  base  closure  comnitt.ee 
and  said  in  testimony  that  It  already  had  a 
training  range  established. 

Also,  published  reports  indicated 


recently  that,  during  this  IIS  process,  the  Air 
Force  has  obscured  the  Freedom  cf  Information  Act 
requests  regarding  the  impacts  on  bighorn  sheep. 

The  Air  Force  also  at  one  point  was  prepared  to  pay 
seven  times  fair  market  value  for  the  private  lands 
in  the  aig  Springs  Ranch. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  Air  Force  has  r.o 
credibility  on  this  issue.  So  what  has  resulted 
from  this  eight-year  circus?  It  h«a  divided  the 
community  of  Mountain  Home  and  the  people  across 
south  Idaho. 

The  J.R,  Simploc  company  now  owns  the  Big 
Springs  Ranch.  The  Shoshone -Paiute  tribes  have  had 
to  reveal  the  location  of  sacred  sites  to  every  pot 
hunter  In  America.  The  sheep  have  been  subjected 
tc  an  endless  onslaught  of  investigators.  And  the 
taxpayers  have  had  to  pay  perhaps  seven  to  ten 
million  dollars  for  an  BIS  process  that  might  have 
been  avoided  had  they  started  the  studies  before 
they  launched  oo  thio  proposal. 

I,  for  one,  am  sick  and  tired  of  this 
waste  of  «y  tax  dollars,  and  it's  time  for  the 
promoters  of  this  scheme  to  pack  up  their 
carpetbags  ar.d  go  back  home. 

COLONEL  SW2HNEY!  Thank  you,  Mr.  Morris. 


GE-2  7 


Mr.  Call  Acer,  if  I'm  sayir.g  chat 


MR.  ATER:  ClOBB.  Xt‘»  Ater. 
COLONEL  6W3ENEY:  Ater? 


MR.  ATER:  Yeah,  It's  an  old  Jewish  clan. 


GAIL  ATER, 


005022 


appeared  and  gave  cha  following  statement: 


10  MR.  ATER:  This  Is  good  again.  I  mean,  I've 

11  been  doing  this  since  i?89  ae  well.  And  I  see  some 

12  frienda  here,  some  people  I  get  to  see  once  or 

13  twice  every  two  or  three  years  when  we  do  this. 

14  And  I'm  wondering,  hew  many  people  who  ara  here 

15  from  the  Air  Force  have  been  here  all  seven  years? 

16  And  how  many  of  us  in  the  audience  have  been  here 

17  the  whole  seven  years? 

18  See.  this  is  part  of  the  problem,  folks. 

19  You  guys  are  going  heme,  and  we're  going  to  live 

20  here.  You're  going  to  do  a  tour  of  duty  in 

21  Mountain  Nome  for  twe  stinking  years  and  then 

22  you're  out  of  here.  And  we're  going  to  stay  here 

23  and  live  with  the  consequences  of  your  actions. 

24  And  l,  for  one,  have  no  need  for  an  expanded 
training  range  over  there. 
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You  know,  when  people  were  talking  about 
the  need*  assessment,  I  think  the  lest  police 
action  or  military  vs  engaged  in  was  with  the 
Mideaat,  and  you  guys  hsd  something  like  a  25,000 
to  one  kill  ratio.  If  you  get  any  better  at  this, 
they're  going  to  call  it  genoeide.  I  mean,  I  think 
you're  doing  a  great  job  with  the  resources  you 
have.  I  feel  really  well-protected. 

And  you  can  probably  tell  from  my 
comments  that,  you  know,  I'm  a  little  politically 
to  the  left  of  Helen  Chenoveth,  but  I'm  starting  to 
•rtbrace  this  woman  In  the  militia,  folks.  I 
thought  they  were  craxy  when  they  talk  about  these 
black  helicopters,  ycu  know,  hovering  around  the 
forests  in  north  Idaho.  1  thought  ir.aybe  they  were 
taking  too  much  speed  and  having  hallucinations  and 
Helen  kind  of  bought  off  on  it. 

But  l’»  fleeting  the  Owyhee  River.  1 
mean,  the  Bruneau  River  here  three  years  ago.  and 
we're  floating  down  enjoying  the  place.  Ar.d  ill  of 
a  sudden,  there's  this  incredible  been .  a  jet  goes 

22  by  first  and  va  see  it,  and  then  there  is  this 
21  Incredible  sonic  boom  that  just  rocks  us. 

34  And  so  when  we  gat  off  the  river  four 

23  days  later,  we  call  the  Air  force  and  say,  hey, 


DP-30  2J 


1  there's  not  supposed  to  be  sny  --  this  guy  was  50 

2  feet  off  the  deck  if  h«  wasn't  in  the  esnyon.  We 

3  called  the  Air  Force  and  say,  hey,  one  of  your  guys 

4  was  flying  a  jet  down  the  canyon  and  they're  not 

5  supposed  to  fly  parallel  to  the  canyon  or  ovsr  it; 

6  they're  supposed  to  cross  It  and  get  the  hell  out 

?  of  there.  And  the  Air  Force  ssys,  it  wasn't  one  of 

6  our  guys.  Okay.  And  so  they  said  call  the 

9  national  Guard. 

10  And  so  we  caLl  national  Guard,  and  the 

11  national  Guard  says,  hey,  we  didn't  have  anybody 

12  out  there.  It  wasn't  one  of  our  guys. 

13  So  now  Chenowsth  is  starting  to  make 

14  sense  to  me.  You  see.  I  chink  thnt  maybe  one  of 

15  those  guys  has  stolen  a  Cod-damn  jet  and  they're  it 

It  out  there,  aed  you  guys  haven't  been  able  to  find 

17  them  yet.  That's  starting  to  scare  me  a  little 

H  bit.  So  if  it  ain't  you  and  It  ain't  the  National 

19  Guard,  who  is  it? 

20  And  if  you're  already  violating  your 

21  policies,  what  assurance  do  we  have  that  if  you  get 

22  a  new  bombing  range  that  you’re  going  to  not 

23  violate  policies  then?  Absolutely  none.  If  ycu 

24  get  a  rocket  jockey  up  there  ar.d  he  starts  flying 

25  where  he  dame  well  pleases,  then  we're  the  guys  who 


suffer  the  consequences. 

There  is  no  need,  we  dc  not  want  it  here 
in  Idaho.  Y'all  are  going  borne.  Take  your 
proposal  with  you. 

There  has  been  fear  mongerlnc  about 
Mountain  Home  closing  up.  And,  hell,  your  own 
generals  are  celling  us  it's  not  necessary.  It 
will  have  no  impact  upon  the  viability  of  Mountain 
Home.  i  hope  the  air  base  has  s  long  and  fruitful 

10  life  out  there.  The  rejection  of  this  proposal 

11  will  not  close  that  air  base. 

And,  you  know,  guys,  we  had  500  people 

11  here  eight  years  ago.  and  we're  getting  sick  and 
tired  of  this  crap.  You  know,  you  weeded  us  down 
to  about  50.  If  you  do  this  ancther  eight  Cod-damn 
years,  you'll  have  four  or  five  of  us  and  you'll 
just  ignore  us.  But  ain't  none  of  you  going  to 
kr.ow  it  because  you  ain't  going  to  be  here. 

So  retire.  Do  what  ycu  need  to  do.  Take 
the  proposal,  with  you.  We'll  be  squatting  out 
there  vhen  you  come  back  after  you  get  the  dann 
thing,  and  we  don't  want  it.  Me.  It's  that 
23  simple. 

fio  I  represent  1RU.  I'm  a  taxpayer  here 
ir.  Idaho.  I'm  also  an  outfitter  and  a  guide.  And 


:  don't  want  it.  And  I'll  be  hack  hare  again  if  wo 
have  to  do  this  again.  Believe  it. 

So  thank  you. 

COLONS L  SWXEN3Yj  Thank  you,  Mr.  Ater. 

Mr.  R.w.  Bartlett? 


R.K.  BARTLETT , 


ooeo^j 


appeared  and  gave  the  following  statement ; 


MR.  BAITLRTT;  My  name  is  Bob  Bartlett,  and  I 
live  in  Gooding,  Idaho.  I'm  an  attorney,  an 
outdoorsman.  and  I  guess  I'm  a  member  of  most  of 
the  tree  organi rat  ions  you  can  join. 

I  heartily  second  the  statements  of  the 
opponents  here.  My  objection  probably  is  my  fault. 
Colonel,  in  that  I  did  not  realize  that  you  were 
supposed  to  read  the  draft  before  you  made  your 
comments.  Kcvever,  a  major  was  kir.d  enough  to  tell 
ne  I  could  speak  oven  though  t  haven't  read  it  yet. 

The  things  chat  concern  me,  first  of  all, 
this  chaff.  I  talked  with  a  major  who  told  ne . 
yes.  we'll  be  dropping  chaff  from  one  side  of  the 
Bruneau  River  area  to  the  other. 

well,  with  my  arthritic  knees,  X  haven't 
been  able  to  get  to  the  Bruneau  canyon.  j  hope  l 
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gee  then  fixed  ar.d  get  there.  And  if  net,  an  awful 
let  of  people  want  to  get  there.  w«  don't  vant 
chaff  in  that  river.  We  certainly  don't  want  jet 
overf lights . 
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GE-2  1  MARGARET  MACDODALD  STEWART, 

2  appanred  and  gave  the  following  etatementi 


00^025 


A  MS.  STEWART:  Hy  name  is  Margaret  Macdonald 

5  Stewart.  J'm  a  2G-year  resident  of  the  state  of 

6  Idaho,  and  I  am  speaking  on  behalf  of  the  Snake 

7  River  Alliance, 

S  The  Snake  River  Alliance  Educational  Fund 

9  submits  the  following  comments  on  the  Air  Force's 

10  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho  Environment  Impact 

11  Statement,  What  follows  Is  a  summary  our  views.  I 

12  will  condense  them. 

11  The  Air  Force  states  thia  latest  proposal 

14  reflects  a  new  willingness  on  the  part  of  the  Air 

15  Force  to  accommodate  the  needs  of  the  residents, 

IS  the  users,  and  the  inherent  wildlife  values  present 

17  within  the  Owyhee  region.  The  Air  Force  might  be 

18  withdrawing  less  land,  but  they  ace  asking  for 

19  nearly  «e  much  airspace  as  they  dLd  in  the  first 

20  proposal,  a  proposal  that  nearly  everyone  agreed 

21  was  wildly  excessive. 

22  The  use  of  airspace  by  the  Air  Force  is 

21  the  one  thing  a  training  rang*  needs  above  all 

24  other  things.  The  Air  Force  could  ask  to  withdraw 

25  as  little  as  one  acre  in  this  11$  and  still  this 


proposal  would  be  inherently  flawed.  This  issue  is 
not  necessarily  ebout  how  much  land  the  Air  Force 
asks  for,  93  significant  as  that  action  is.  The 
Issue  is  the  withdrawal  of  nearly  two  million 
square  miles  of  airspace  for  the  exclusive  use  of 
the  Air  Force  that  will  cause  Lrrevccable  harm  to 
the  land  and  wildlife  chat  now  reside  within  the 
unique  region. 

The  Air  Force  might  claim  that  all  they 
seed  is  a  f«v  thousand  acres  for  their  operations, 
but  history  has  shown  chat  this  is  probably  only 
the  beginning  of  a  larger  land  grab. 

The  Grasmere  site  is  one  example  of  the 
Air  Force  being  unable  to  honor  the  promises  they 
make.  The  Grasmere  site  is  leased  to  the  Air  Force 
ay  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  to  be  as  a 
singular  pad  that  would  host  a  portable  radar 
station.  They  violated  the  lease  by  construction  a 
number  of  permanent  structures  including  buildings, 
towers,  and  diesel  generatore,  all  which  clearly 
violated  the  wilderness  values  of  the  area.  As  in 
the  Grasmere  experience,  each  proposed  emitter  site 
hat  the  potential  of  becoming  a  launching  pad  for 
something  much  larger. 

Number  one,  the  SIB  seriously  fails  to 


accurately  describe  the  actual  impacts  of  noise 
within  the  region  caused  by  aircraft  operations. 
Supersonic  booms  and  low-level  military  flights 
will  cause  unique  and  severe  impacts  upon  the 
wildlife,  cattle,  residents,  and  recreational  users 
of  the  region.  By  averaging  th*  total  volume  of 
noise,  the  Air  Force  completely  fails  to  address 
the  actual  impacts:  of  noise.  As  one  alliance 
member  put  it,  well,  -Just  because  the  average 
temperature  of  my  even  might  ba  7Q  degrees,  does 
that  mean  Z  can  stick  my  head  in  the  oven  and  be 
all  right? 

Besides  averaging  the  r.oise  volume,  the 
model  that  predicts  annoyances  Is  seriously 
flawed.  The  Air  Force  is  using  a  model  that 
measures  annoyance  levels  upon  the  experiences  of 
residents  in  suburbs  affected  by  civilian  air 


the  baseline  that  are  not  accurate  if  not 
completely  in  violation  of  the  law.  Brian  Goller 
has  already  addressed  this  Issue,  sc  I'll  go  on. 
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94 

1 

begin  once  again.  V*  have  three  additional 

Richey  and  see  if  yog  would  like  to  address  that. 

2 

indi vidj*i*  who  have  asked  to  apeak,  and  we'll 

sir,  and  perhaps  explain  a  little  bit  of  the 

3 

continue  with  the  three-minute  time  limit  for  those 

history  of  how  we  got  to  chia  version  of  the  EXS. 

4 

individuals  at  this  point. 

COLONEL  RICHEY:  Maybe  wa  could  atop  the  clock 

5 

Tht  first  is  Mr.  John  Caccia,  if  I  have 

for  just  a  second  and  I'll  giv«  you  the  rest  of  the 

4 

that  correct . 

three  minutes. 

7 

I  am  the  director  of  staff  for  Mountain 

GE-2  & 

JOHN  CACCIA,  0000^6 

8 

Home,  as  others  heard  that  were  hare  earlier.  But 

9 

appeared  and  gave  the  following  statement: 

;  H 

the  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho  proposal  is  a 

10 

proposal  designed  to  provide  training  to  enhance 

11 

MR.  CACCIA:  My  name  ie  John  Caccia.  I'm  a 

the  training  that  we  have  out  there  in  the  airspace 

12 

lifelong  and  resident  Idahoan.  I  missed  the 

today  and  provide  quality  and  flexible  training  for 

13 

opening  remarks.  I'm  not  sure  what  was  said  by  the 

our  aircrews.  tt  is  our  goal  to  balance. 

14 

Air  Force. 

what  we're  currently  doing  an  operation 

15 

I  received  a  copy  of  the  Environmental 

15 

with  is  concerns  that  were  raised  during  scoping 

IS 

Impact  Statement.  I  haven't  read  it,  to  cell  you 

16 

and  add  improvements  to  that  and,  at  the  same  time. 

17 

the  truth;  But  try  main  concern  for  driving  eo 

17 

provide  realistic  training  for  our  aircrews.  It 

10 

miles  or  so  to  ccme  to  this  hearing  was  to  ask  why 

10 

provides  it  locally  where  we  do  not  have  to  transit 

19 

»♦  are  here  for  the  third  time.  Can  you,  sir,  give 

tug 

to  other  places,  so  it  ie  a  great  enhancement.  But 

20 

•e  an  answer  as  to  why  we  are  repeating  this 

mm 

at  the  came  time,  it  balances  with  what  we're 

21 

process  for  the  third  time? 

ml 

currently  doing,  and  it  makes  improvements  with  the 

22 

COLONEL  SWEENEY:  I'm  not  the  best  parson  to 

22 

concerns  that  were  voiced  during  the  laet  attempt. 

23 

answer  chat.  we  have  Air  force  officials  here  who 

23 

MR.  CACCIA:  Thank  you.  I  appreciate  that 

24 

have  bean  with  this  process  for  a  considerable 

24 

answer. 

25 

period  pe  time.  Let  me  turn  that  over  to  Colonel 

25 

And  I  also  am  curious.  I  have  a  lot  o! 

I 

I 

95 

96 

■ 

respact  for  the  Air  Force  and  the  sacrifices  snd 

1 

some  comments  at  our  representatives .  It  seems 

the  bravery  shown  by  the  pilots  during  the  wars. 

2 

that  they  are  the  ones  that  should  answer  why  we 

respect  the  Air  Force  a  lot.  I'm  not  sure  that  Che 

3 

are  here  for  the  third  time  more  than  the  Air 

K 

Air  Fcrce  is  the  bad  guy.  There  has  bean  a  lot  of 

4 

Force,  possibly.  I  think  it's  coming  from  the 

anger,  and  I  feel  a  lot  of  anger,  and  2  have  it 

5 

political  realms  of  our  state  that  keep  offering 

myself,  frustration  at  this.  I'm  not  sure  the  Air 

6 

the  state  to  the  Air  Force  and  then  the  Air  Force 

1 

Force  is  to  blame. 

7 

then  takes  the  process  fcr  the  third  time. 

0 

I'm  curious.  Are  there  any 

6 

I  want  to  remind  the  representatives  to 

B 

representatives  of  the  governor  or  any  of  our  Idaho 

9 

take  back  to  who  they  are  representing  chat  there 

senators  or  congress  representatives  here?  Is 

10 

are  more  concerns  and  more  communities  than 

1;':. 

there  any? 

11 

Mountain  Home  that  are  concerned  about  this. 

■9 

COLONEL  SHEENSY :  Yes.  Mr.  Caccia.  I 

12 

There's  a  community  of  archaeologists.  There's  a 

13 

mentioned  earlier  before  you  got  here  that  Hr.  Jett 

community  of  ecologiete.  There'*  a  community  of 

14 

is  the  representative  of  the  governor.  Mr.  Jett, 

14 

recreationalists,  a  community  of  voters,  a 

13 

would  you  mind  standing  up?  He's  the  director  of 

15 

community  of  the  bird  watchers,  a  community  of 

16 

military  affairs  for  the  governor.  And  Mr.  Foster 

16 

hikers,  a  community  of  hunters.  There  ars  several 

is  with  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management.  I  mentioned 

17 

communities  that  outweigh  the  community  of  ensuring 

1 

also  that  State  Senator  Robbie  King  is  her®  this 

10 

economic  prosperity  in  Mcuntain  Hon*.  And  I'd  like 

1 

evening. 

19 

them  to  taka  that  message  back  to  whoever  it  Is 

MR.  CACCIA:  State  senator  from  the  state, 

20 

that  you  were  representing  and  try  to  come  to  some 

yes. 

21 

balance . 

COLONEL  SWEENEY;  And  we  had  &  representative 

22 

I  appreciate  the  Air  Force,  what  it  has 

■ 

from  State  Representative  Mike  Crapo'a  office. 

23 

done  trying  to  minimize  the  impact  on  the 

M« .  Norris  was  here  earlier.  I  don't  see  her  now. 

24 

environment  and  all  these  other  things  chat  were 

m 

MR.  CACCIA:  Thank  you.  I'd  like  to  direct 

Is 

mentioned.  But  there  etill  is  a  gLaring  lack  of 

Biimi 
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head  or  any  national  needs  assessment. 

And  my  final  comment  to  the  Air  rorce  i* 
that,  in  tha  previous  ones,  I  haven't  read  this 
one,  but  in  the  previous  Environmental  Impact 
Statements,  they  talk  about  training  not  only 
pilots  from  other  states  and  other  Air  force  baset 
but  also  foreign  pilots.  And  at  the  way  that  our 
government  is  making  the  people  so  apathetic  and 
cynical  through  the  process  of  involving  people  ar.d 
having  to  come  back  for  tha  third  time,  it'*  making 
people  very  cynical.  And  If  thie  is  the  vay  our 
country  is  going,  we  are  going  co  make  a  lot  of 
enemies  very  fast,  and  ao  training  foreign  pilots 
is  going  to  backfire  on  us  sooner  that  ve  may 


The  other  thing  that's  important  that  my 
final  comment  ie,  if  there  was  cne  thing  that  I 
could  say  that  would  express  sort  of  how  r  fa*l  i» 
that  in  my  mind  and  l'n  sure  in  the  mind  of  the 
majority  of  people  in  Idaho  end  probably  ir.  the 
country  ie  that  the  area  that  you  are  proposing  to 
withdraw  Cor  training  enhancement  is  too  special . 
It's  just  this  type  of  area  that  ve  have  employed 
the  government  and  the  Air  Force  and  the  armed 
services  to  protect*  not  to  train  upon. 


Bo  those  are  ny  comments,  and  I 
appreciate  taking  them  back  to  the 
representatives.  And  I'd  like  to  see  more 
representatives  here,  if  that  could  be  passed  on. 
Perhaps  it  would  be  appropriate  that  all  the  state 
senators,  or  not  the  state  senator*,  the  national 
senators  and  the  national  congress -people  would 
have  representatives  here  at  all  the  meetings, 
because  they  are  the  ones  that  are  basically 
responsible  for  this  proposal  that  keeps  coming 
up.  And  that's  the  least  they  could  do  would  be  to 

12  sit  hero  and  get  a  democratic  feel  for  tha  peopla 

13  that  are  testifying. 

Id  Thank  you. 

15  COLONEL  SWEENEY*  Thank  you. 

Next  w*  have  Hr.  Tom  sehiermeier 


TOM  SCHIBRMEIER, 


OOSOfc? 


appeared  and  gave  the  following  statement* 


MR.  SCH1 ERM8IBR j  To  whom  it  nay  concern,  O.S. 
Air  Fores:  My  name  Is  Tom  Sehiermeier.  I'm  a 
resident  of  Twin  Falls.  I'm  a  current  resident  of 
the  state  of  Idaho.  I  totally  oppose  the  bombing 
range  in  the  Owyhee  counties  for  the  following 


Each  year  I  spend  at  least  one  to  two 
months  in  these  region*.  And  if  the  proposed 
bombing  range  is  approved.  1  will  lose  my  righto  to 
anjov  a  great  natural  resource  that  Idaho  ha*  to 


Also,  I'm  a  member  of  tha  North  American 
Wild  Sheep  Foundation.  And  if  the  bombing  range  is 
approved,  the  greatest  California  bighorn  herd  of 
the  United  States  will  be  devastated.  Right  now, 
we  have  a  very  strong  sheep  population  in  Big 
Jack's  and  Little  Jack's  Craek  areas. 

Tha  third  opposition  is  an  economic  one. 
I'm  «  licensed  taxidermist  of  the  state  of  Idaho 
and  have  been  for  36  years.  Over  the  past  five 
years,  all  the  animals  that  have  been  taken  out  in 


these  areas  have  almost  been  taken 


have  been  cut 


le  half.  So  we  have  lost  a  lot  Of  economical 
growth  in  our  taxidermy  business. 

And  if  the  bombing  range  is  already  in 
effect,  I  fael  that  there  Is  no  national  emergency 
to  the  United  States.  The  Air  Force  could  find 
other  sices  or  stay  within  the  one  they  have. 

colonel.  swEBNBYl  Thank  you,  Nr.  Sehiermeier. 

Next  Is  Mr.  Charlie  Lenkner. 


I  10  CHARLIE  LBHKNBR,  OOS3&3 

11  appeared  and  gave  the  following  statemenc: 

12 

13  MR,  LENXNBfti  Good  evening.  1  had  almost 

14  getten  out  of  the  habit  of  coming  to  these  things. 

15  Ycu  about  wore  me  out.  But  I  rallied  for  one  more 

IS  time.  1  promised  my  wife  I’d  be  nice  and  I 

17  wouldn't  talk  about  the  present  merits  of  adultery 
1«  determined  by  rank. 

19  z  won't  attempt  to  debate  the  latest 

20  Environmental  Impact  Statement,  at  ve  all  know  how 

21  to  make  studies  come  out  the  way  v«  wane  them  to. 

22  But  I  want  to  go  on  record  again  as  continuing  to 
21  be  opposed  to  the  expansion  of  the  training  and 

24  bombing  training. 

25  i  realiie  that  my  position  is  not  in  line 
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vith  our  state's  congressional  delegation.  But 
despite  the  great  collective  military  experience, 

«y  own  judgment  is  that  we  don't  need  it. 

There  are  plenty  of  places  whers  such 
ranges  are  already  functional.  This  proposed  one 
is  just  pork  barrel  frosting  on  the  cake  at  the 
expense  of  the  taxpayers  and  the  environment. 

I'd  like  to  end  on  a  positive  note.  I 
have  appreciated  the  relative  absence  in  the  recent 
post  of  sonic  booms. 

Thank  you. 

COLON2L  SWEENEY t  Thank  you,  Mr.  Lenkner. 

That  completes  the  list  of  those  who  heve 
14  asked  to  speak.  I  would  ask  at  this  time  --  veil, 
thank  you.  Let's  proceed  with  this  next  speaker, 


Ms.  Lisa  Shultz? 


Hs.  fitevart,  if  you  vould  like  tc  go 


MARCARB?  MACDONALD  STHWART,  008030 
appeared  and  gave  the  following  statement! 

MS.  STSKARTt  Many  people  havs  already  talked 
about  averaging  the  noise  from  jet  warplanes.  I'd 
like  to  expand  on  that  a  little  bit  saying  that  it 
seems  completely  inappropriate  and  unrealistic,  to 
me,  to  have  an  Bnvironmencal  Xnpact  Statement  have 
any  reliability  at  sll  whan  thsy  average  the  noise 
of  warplanes  flying  over  the  canyonlands  over  a 
24-hour  time  period.  It's  not  accurate.  It's  not 
realistic.  Jet  noise  ir.  the  wilderness  is  jet 
noise  as  it  is  heard  on  the  spot.  You  need  tc 
realistically  redo  your  noise  analysis  eliminating 
the  misleading  24-hour  averaging  program. 

So  far,  the  Air  force  has  exhibited  a 
completely  voracious  appetite,  and  enough  is  never 
enough.  The  citizens  of  Idaho  need  to  have  a 
guarantee  that  if  this  bombing  range  expansion  is 
allowed,  this  will  be  forever  and  ever  the  last 
request  for  expansion. 


LISA  SHULTZ, 


OOtiOkO 


appeared  and  gave  the  following  statement: 


4  MS.  SHULTZ:  My  name  is  Lisa  Shultz,  and  I'm  a 

5  Boise  resident. 

d  And  I  just  have  one  thing  I'd  like  tc 

7  say,  to  quote  our  former  president  and  general 
$  Dwight  D.  Eisenhower  that  the  problem  with  defense 
9  is,  how  far  can  we  go  to  defend  from  within  what 

10  we're  trying  to  protect  from  without? 

11  Thank  you. 

12  COLONEL  SMEBN2Y :  Since  that  completes  the 

13  list  of  those  whc  have  asked  to  speak.  I  would  now 

14  ask  if  there  are  any  of  those  who  have  previously 

15  spoken  who  would  like  tc  revise  or  expand  cn  their 

16  remarks.  I  think  the  best  way  to  do  this  would  be, 

17  first,  If  Z  could  get  a  show  of  hand  of  these  who 

18  spoke  before  who  would  like  to  how  speak  sc  I  can 

19  get  a  sense  cf  how  much  time  basically  to  allotment 

20  just  at  the  current  moment . 

21  What  t'll  do.  then,  is  leave  this  as 

22  unlimited  time.  And  I'll  just  ask  Mb.  Stewart  and 
21  the  other  gentleman  co  just  be  respectful  cf  others 

24  whc  may  change  their  mind  and  decide  that  they'd 

25  like  to  speak  and  let  ycu  speak  as  long  as  you'd 


And,  finally,  the  Air  Force  itself  has 
said  that  they  do  not  need  this  bombing  range 
expansion.  They  want  it  because  it  would  be  an 
enhancement  to  their  training.  That  seems  a  mighty 
flimsy  reason  to  spend  hundreds  of  millions  of 
dollars  and  effectively  destroy  one  of  this 
country's  most  exquisite  natural  treasures,  the 
Owyhee  canyonlands. 

You  have  said  that  the  3G6th  Wing  at 
Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base  is  the  most  combat 
ready  unit  in  the  world  today  right  now  and  that 
existing  ranges  in  nearby  Nevada  and  Utah  are 
adequate  to  meet  the  training  needs  for  Mountain 
Home.  Just  keep  doing  what  you’re  doing  at  the 
ranges  you  already  use,  and  I  bet  that  you'll  still 
be  the  most  combat  ready  unit  in  the  world. 

The  Air  Force  has  said  that  Mountain  Home 
is  one  of  the  top  three  bases  in  the  country,  so 
there  is  no  fear  that  it  will  ever  close.  This 
expansion  plan  for  the  bombing  range  is  not 
insurance  against  closing.  it  is  pure  greed. 

I  am  a  patriotic  American.  I  do  not  want 
our  military  eliminated.  I  do  not  want  to  see 
Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base  closed.  All  I  ask  is 
for  justifiable  and  moral  and  ethical  behavior  on 


Verbal  Comments 


355 


105 


th®  part  of  our  military  in  their  pursuit  of 
protecting  the  American  people.  Thi*  does  not 
include  lies,  deceit,  or  deception. 

Again,  I  expect  answers  to  all  my 
questions,  and  I  request  the  no  action  alternative 
be  pursued. 

Thank  you. 

COLONBL  SWB  ENSY  i  Thank  you. 

And  I  believe  it  is  Mr.  Reas?  Is  that 

correct? 

MR.  ABBS:  I'd  just  »s  soon  not  take  up 
people's  time  trying  to  articulate  something  I've 
been  struggling  with. 

Thank  you  very  much. 

COLONBL  SWBIHEY,  Thank  you,  Mr.  Rees. 

Ib  there  anyone  else?  Mr.  Ater,  please. 


GE-2  1  OML  S.  ATER,  009031 

2  appeared  and  gave  th*  following  statement: 


4  Kft.  ATER :  Briefly,  this  occurred  at  the  last 

5  hearing.  There  are  some  time- sensl t ive  issues.  If 

6  we  go  ahead  with  this  proposal  against  all  the 

7  evidence  presented  here  and  decide  to  have  an 
9  expanded  range,  1  would  hope  th*  Air  rorca  Is 

9  sensitive  to  the  idea  that  not  only  do  the  sheep 

10  have  times  that  are  absolutely  critical  for  th* 

11  birthing  process  and  we  need  to  have  some 

12  mitigation  there,  but  the  bolters  have  some 

13  time- sensitive  area*  ae  well.  Me  only  bolt  those 

14  rivers  other  there  for  about  a  two-month  period  of 

15  tlrre.  Vfe've  brought  this  up  time  and  time  again, 

16  but  no  one  seems  to  respond  to  it.  If  chare  is  no 

17  overflights  it  that  two-month  period  of  tine, 

18  you're  going  to  mitigate  some  of  the  harm. 

19  And,  finally,  3  think  there  needs  to  be 

20  an  oversight  committee  if  you  go  ahead  with  this, 

21  and  it's  goinc  to  be  composed  of  civilians  as  veil 

22  as  military  so  that  ve  can  address  some  of  these 

23  issues  of  violations  of  your  own  policy  and  r.ot  be 

24  left  to  you  folks  to  decide  whether  or  not  ar. 

25  overflight  occurred  when  we  know  damn  good  and  wen 
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1 

it  did.  I  mean,  you  have  a  vested  interest  ir.  the 

i 

process.  It  seems  like  an  in-house  thing.  Aud  I'm 

3 

oppoied  to  that  on  principle.  Intellectually,  it 

4 

doesn't  make  any  sense. 

5 

Bit  if  you  do  ahead  with  this  and  if  it 

6 

is  successful,  I  hope  ve  have  a  civilian  face  er  a 

7 

civil ian- weighted  oversight  committee  to  mitigate 

9 

the  harm  that  will  occur. 

9 

That's  all.  Thank  you  very  much. 

10 

COLONBL  SWEENEY:  Thank  you.  Mr.  Ater. 

11 

Ms.  Laheha  Johnston? 

12 

GE-2  13 

LA H 3 ‘4 A  JOHNSTON,  008032 

14 

appeared  and  gave  the  following  statement: 

15 

16 

MS.  JOHNSTON:  Thar.k  you  for  the  opportunity 

17 

to  speak  tonight.  I  wanted  to  wake  sure  that  folks 

PR-4 

18  ; 

who  live  closer  chan  me  and  who  may  not  have  the 

19 

opportunity  to  *F«*k  again  where  It's  convenient 

20 

could  speak  first. 

21 

My  name  is  Laheha  Johnston.  I  live  in 

22 

Boiee,  Idaho  at  this  time  and  spent  18  years  in  New 

23 

Plymouth,  Idaho. 

24 

Tonight,  l  would  like  to  make  one 

25 

specific  comment  on  the  current  process,  and  this 

1 

| 

Is  in  regards  to  a  Letter  thst  1  have  sent  in.  And 
this  is  on  behalf  of  the  Wilderness  Society,  the 
Foundation  Cor  North  American  Wild  Sheep,  Committee 
for  Idaho's  Kigh  Desert,  Kiddle  Snake  Croup  Sierra 
Club.  Idaho  Sivers  United,  Idaho  Conservation 
League,  Snake  River  Alliance,  Idaho  Wildlife 
Federation,  and  some  other  Individuals. 

On  May  7th  of  this  year,  I  sent  a  letter 
to  Ms.  Brenda  Cook  at  air  combat  command 
headquarters.  I  alsc  sent  a  letter  to  the  official 
address  for  comments.  And  I  copied  the  letter  to 
Colonel  Pease ,  Mr.  Fester  with  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management,  and  Captain  Melissa  Miller  at  the 
base . 

The  real  issue  in  my  letter  was  a  concern 
with  the  process.  As  Of  Kay  7th.  the  EIB  was  being 
lent  out  to  Individuals.  And  our  understanding  was 
that  in  order  to  receive  the  BIS,  you  had  to  send 
Ir.  a  postcard  that  had  been  contained  on 
newsletters  that  had  been  sent  out. 

Ae  I  was  speaking  to  my  constituents  and 
other  concerned  citizens,  we  found  that  these 
newsletters  had  not  gone  out  to  very  many  people. 
They  had  not  gone  out  to  very  many  people  who 
attended  previous  ETS  proposal  hearings.  They  had 
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ftot  gone  out  to  people  who  attended  scoping 
meetings  in  this  proposal. 

To  this  date,  I  have  not  received  « 
response  to  m y  letter,  except  a  call  from 
Mr,  Poster,  which  1  very  much  appreciated. 

My  comment  ie  this,  that  this  is  the 
fourth  proposal  or  third,  depending  on  hov  yog 
count  it.  since  the  company  whc  has  contracted  to 
do  the  BIS  is  the  same  as  the  previeus  proposal,  to 
me  and  a  lot  of  other  people  whc  make  comments,  it 
seems  common  sense  that  a  postcard  er  some  form  of 
communication  could  be  sent  to  those  who 
participated  previously  in  this  process  *o  that 
tney  know  another  process  Is  going  on  and  they  have 
the  opportunity  to  either  request  a  full 
3nvironmental  impact  Statement,  the  Community 
Report,  or  .send  in  comments.  To  me,  again,  it  just 
seems  common  sense.  I  think  there  Was  a  better 
letter  previously  to  advertise  that  this  was  going 
on.  And  it  doesn't  seem  like  a  lot  to  ask.  I 
think  that  attendance  at  hearing®  has  been  lov 
compared  to  the  past  because  people  still  don't 
realize  chat  this  is  going  on. 

And  so  I  look  forward  to  a  response  to  ny 
letter  and  would  like  some  attention  to  making  sure 


that  the  public  knows  that  this  is  available  and 
how  they  can  participate. 


COLONEL  SWEENEY:  Thank  you. 

Colonel  Richey,  do  you  desire  to  comment 
about  the  process  for  getting  information  cut  to 
the  public  at  this  time?  Is  there  anything  you 
could  edd? 

COLONEL  RlCKBY:  I'm  not  sure  that  there's 
anything  I  could  add,  The  process  was  we  had 
scoping  last  summer.  The  people  that  signed  up 
during  the  scoping  signed  up  on  a  mailing  list,  and 
there  was  also  a  sign-up  for  BIS  Cor  people  that 
were  concerned  and  needed  one,  and  the  ones  chat 
were  on  the  mailing  list  that  had  r.ot  signed  up  for 
an  Els  or  the  community  report  were  also  each  given 
a  newsletter  and  were  given  the  opportunity  to  mail 
back  in  and  turn  in  ar.  application  in  for  that. 

We  have  put  the  community  reports  in  all 
of  the  libraries  and  repositories  throughout  the 
state.  He  have  advertised  where  that  is.  we  have 
an  Internet  channel  thac  has  the  executive  summary 
and  the  listing  of  where  repositories  are  that 
people  can  review,  So  we  have  made  every  effort 
that  we  can  to  make  it  available. 


wa  do  have  the  address  that  you  can  mail 
in  if  you  desire  one  and  would  work  chat. 

Thank  you. 

COLONBL  SWEENSY:  Thank  you. 


6  MR.  MORRIS:  May  1  still  make  a  comment, 

?  Mr.  Chairman? 

6  COLONBL  SWEENSY i  Yes.  You  certainly  may. 

5  Let  me  ask  one  other  person  to  come  up  first  who 

10  has  asked  to  speak. 

11  Mr.  Glenn  Shewmaker?  Why  don't  you  come 

12  up,  sir.  We'll  Just  wait  for  him. 


GE-1  n 


RANDALL  NORRIS, 


008G33 


appeared  and  gave  the  following  statement: 


17  MS.  MORRIS:  My  name  is  Randall  Kerris.  I 

l«  spoke  previously. 

15  Mr.  Chairman,  after  hearing  the  comments 

20  for  the  hearing  record  here  in  the  last  few 

21  minutes ,  1  would  like  to  state  chat  I  made  comments 

22  on  the  scoping  process  in  this  very  institution 
21  months  ago.  I  have  commented  on  every  stage  of 
2e  this  process  for  eight  years.  I  have  still  not 

25  received  my  EIS.  And  frankly,  gentlemen,  I  do  not 


believe  the  Air  Force . 

Thank  you  vary  much. 

COLONBL  SNBHNEY;  I'd  like  to  apologize  to 
Kr.  Morris  and  Ms.  Johnston  because  that  clearly 
was  not  the  Air  Force's  intention.  we  did  intend 
to  get  those  out  to  everyone  who  wanted  to  be  here 
this  evening  and  made  sure  tha  notice  was  ae  widely 
disseminated  as  possible.  And  I  can  assure  you 
that  that  was  the  Air  Porce'e  intention.  1 
apologize  for  those  oversights,  Ha  era  a  big 
organization.  We  don't  always  get  the  things 
exactly  as  we  would  like  to. 

Is  Mr.  Glenn  Shewmaker  here?  Please,  Mr. 
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GLENN  SH3WMA3ER, 


OOSOu4 


appeared  and  gave  the  following  statement: 


NR.  SH£«makeri  Thank  you .  l*cr.  Glenn 
Shoemaker.  I  reside  *t  3615  North  3630  East, 
Kimberly,  Idaho. 

I  haven't  bed  •  chance  to  study  in  detail 
the  BIS  yet,  but  I  would  like  tc  make  several 
comments  concerning  the  current  training  area  and 
the  need  for  more  training  areas. 

Recently,  I  attended  a  native  plant 
restoration  tour  on  the  Baylor  Creek  Range,  and  I 
have  to  compliment  Major  Byrd  and  hia  staff  for 
doing  a  good  job  of  trying  to  maintain  native 
specie*  in  the  area  and  also  to  prevent  fLres  and 
veed  infestations.  I  think  they're,  you  know, 
trying  to  do  the  beet  job  they  can  with  what  they 


13  It's  also  noticeable.  On  the  range, 

2D  there  were  some  r-l<s  and.  1  think,  three  or  four 

21  A-lOs  that  came  in,  end  it  takes  quite  a  bit  of 

22  room  to  really  utiliie  the  training  facility.  And 

23  t  think  If  you're  ever  on  the  ground  and  can  see 

24  how  they  have  to  make  their  approaches  and 

25  I  everything,  that  the  public  would  be  more 


underatandlng  of  the  need. 

I  atr.  a  whitevater  rafter  aleo.  and  I've 
floated  the  Bruneau  River,  and  that  is  quite  an 
isolated  canyon.  And  the  jet  noise  doesn't  bother 
me.  But  X  think  if  ve  have  a  choice,  if  ve  can  try 
to  protect  those  values,  that  that  would  be  good. 
That  la  quite  an  opportunity  for  the  solitude,  so, 
you  know,  i  thlak  that  would  be  best. 

1  would  also  note  that  while  we  were  on 
the  range,  there  were  entelcpe  right  in  the  middle 
11  |  of  the  test  site  with  all  the  vehicles  and  jets 

flying  over  it.  I  don't  think  it's  going  to  be  a 
major  impact  on  the  wildlife.  So  I  think  those 
concerns  can  be  addressed  as  well. 


COLONEL  SWEENEr:  Thank  you. 


18  I  speak? 


Is  there  anyone  else  who  desires  Co 


<No  response.) 


COLONEL  SWBENHY:  If  not,  that  Will  Conclude 
the  formal  part  of  our  public  hearing.  Air  Force 
22  officials  will  remain  behind  Cor  a  considerable 
period  of  tine  at  the  displays  to  answer  any 
24  questions  one-OD-one. 

And  I  remind  you  that  the  public  comment 


period  will  extend  through  the  6th  ef  August.  And 
comments  may  be  submitted  at  those  subsequent 
hearings  or  cent  to  the  Air  Force/BLM  BTI  address 
on  tbe  screen. 

Let  cne  remind  you  of  the  additional 
hearings  that  are  being  held  in  the  series  of 
hearings.  Tomorrow  evening  at  Three  Creek,  the 
Three  Creek  schoolhouse.  Then  cn  Monday,  June  9th, 
we'll  be  at  the  Suck  valley  Reservation  at  the 
Human  Development  Center.  On  Thursday  and  on 
Friday  of  next  week,  the  12th  and  lleh  of  June, 
ve'll  be  at  Boise  State  University  in  Boise  in  the 
Jordan  Ballrooms  B  and  C. 

So  X  would  invite  chose  of  you  who  are 
interested  to  please  cry  and  attend  some  Of  those. 
But  if  you  have  questions  that  you  believe  haven't 
been  asked,  as  1  said,  Air  Force  officials  will 
remain  behind. 

If  there  is  someone  who  dees  desire  to 
speak  more  formally,  we  will  be  happy  to  reopen 
this.  Otherwise,  we'll  consider  this  formal 
portion  of  the  public  hearing  adjourned. 

Thank  you  for  your  attendance. 


COLONEL  $WE3NB?«  One  more  individual  has 


asked  to  speak.  If  there  is  anyone  here  who  has 
second  thoughts  and  would  like  to  speak  or  revise 
or  expand  their  remarks,  ve'll  give  you  an 
opportunity  to  do  that,  coo. 

Mr.  warren  Barry?  Hr.  Barry,  please. 


HR.  BARRY;  YeS,  fir. 


WARREN  BARRY, 


OOSOOS 


appeared  and  gave  the  following  statement; 


11  KR.  EARRY:  Thank  you .  My  name  is  Warren 

12  Barry.  I  live  in  Twin  Falls.  I'm  a  pilot.  I  have 

13  been  a  licensed  pilot  since  1950.  And  my 

14  experience  with  this  proposed  are*  for  the  training 

15  erea  is  somewhat  extensive  in  that  I'm  also  a 

16  member  of  the  Idaho  Civil  Air  Patrol  end  the 

1?  Department  of  Aeronautics  Aircraft  Search  Group 

18  And  it's  keen  my  privilege  on  several  occasions  to 

19  have  flown  sector  searches  in  the  area  that  is 

20  being  proposed  for  a  training'  area . 

21  I'm  familiar  with  the  area  Crcm  the  air. 

22  I  would  suggest  that  it's  almost  impossible  terrain 

23  to  traverse  on  the  ground  since  the  area  is  cut 

24  with  deep  canyons  with  almost  perpendicular  walls 

25  up  and  dewn . 
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I  have  always  felt  that  if  I  were  to  be 

; 

every  tvo  to  three  minutes  are  large  herds  of 

unfortunate  enough  to  be  forced  to  make  an 

2 

cattle.  These  cattle  are  unaffected  by  the 

emergency  landing  in  that  area,  lc  would  be  an 

3 

aircraft.  They've  adapted  to  them.  They're  not 

intensely  difficult  situation  to  get  out  of  there. 

4 

bothered . 

So  for  purposes  of  hiking  and  trails  and  that  sort 

5 

Now,  they  alee  use  that  eame  runway  for 

of  thing,  it's  just  not  practical. 

{ 

landing  and  for  takeoff  depending  on  the  direction 

The  area  itself  is  w-li-auited  for  the 

n 

of  the  wind.  But  the  cattle  have  become  accustomed 

purposes  of  the  Air  Force  for  a  training  area,  and 

t 

to  the  aircraft  movement  over  there,  and.  they 

I  would  testify  in  favor  of  the  Air  Force  for  that 

9 

continue  to  graze  unaffected  by  the  movement  of  the 

purpose,  from  not  only  ay  experience  of  having 

10 

aircraft  overhead,  either  taking  off  or  landing. 

flown  over  that  area  extensively  on  sector 

11 

And  I  would  suggest  the  eame  would  hold 

searches,  but  also  Cron  the  standpoint  of  the 

1 2 

true  for  any  animals  chat  operate  in  this  Owyhee 

little  or  the  small  utilization  for  anything  apart  • 

13 

desert,  this  remote  area  that  they're  proposing  for 

from  grazing  chat  the  area  is  suitable  for. 

14 

their  training  area.  Be  having  said  that,  I  see 

How,  when  It  comes  to  the  question  of 

IS 

little  reaeon  why  our  Air  Fcrce  shouldn't  be 

grazing  and  animals,  I  have  learned  from  experience 

1  5 

allowed  to  expand  their  training  area. 

on  numerous  trips  into  Salt  Lake  City,  if  you  will 

1? 

Withouc  becoming  political.  I  an  deeply 

bother  to  look  out  of  the  window  of ' any  approaching 

1  8 

concerned.  I'm  a  veteran  of  World  Mar  II  having 

airliner  as  ycu  come  into  Salt  Laka  City,  you  win 

19 

served  in  the  Marine  Corps,  the  U.S.  Marine  Corps. 

notice  that  immediately  east  of  runway  1-6,  which 

20 

And  l  was  in  the  air  division  in  the  South  and 

is  the  main  runway  in  front  of  the  Salt  Lake 

21 

Central  Pacific.  And  I  know  that  it's  Important 

terminal  which  you  will  come  in  and  land  on  if 

22 

that  wa  have  well-trained  and  proficient  pilots 

you're  on  an  airliner,  ao  you  come  in  to  land  on 

23 

well-trained  in  air  maneuvers. 

runway  i»s,  ycu  will  find  that  grazing  right  below 

24 

I'm  concerned  alsc,  given  our  present 

all  of  those  airliners  that  cone  in  almost  one 

25 

administration,  that  there's  a  reduction  of  our 

forces.  And  our  greatest  line  of  defense 
thai  we  have  protecting  our  nation  thto  day  is  a 
9<>od,  strong,  well -trained  and  viable  Air  Force. 
That  Air  Force  should  be  equipped  with  the  latest 
and  the  finest  equipment,  but  they  should  also  -  * 
their  pilots  should  receive  the  best  and  the  finest 
training  that  they  can  ever  obtain.  And  if  they 
need  this  airspace  to  train  their  pilots,  they 
certsinLy  should  be  entitled  to  it. 

sow,  cs  we  reduce  our  armed  forces  down 
and  down,  if  we  were  to  suddenly  be  confronted 
with,  let's  say,  two  major  conflicts  at  this  very 
moment,  l  doubt  we  could  field  the  necessary  forces 
to  adequately  defense  ourself. 

Mow,  that's  speculation,  but  it  also 
comes  frcm  practical  experience,  knowledge  ia  the 
field,  and  knowledge  of  aircraft. 

So  having  said  that,  I  would  heartily 
endorse  the  Air  Force's  proposal  for  this  expanded 
traLning  range.  I  think  they're  entitled  to  it.  I 
think  they  should  have  it. 

Given  the  opportunity,  I  think  you'll 
find  that  they're  excellent  citizens.  The  Mountain 
home  Air  Force  Base  has  been  a'  real  asset,  uot  only 
to  the  stats  of  Idaho,  but  it's  an  important  call 


I 

I 


in  the  defense  of  our  nation,  not  only  in  providing 
a  base  for  equipment,  but  also  a  training  base  to 
hone  the  skills  of  thosa  pilots  so  that  they  can 
adequately  meet  snd  overcome  any  enemy  force  that 
vouid  attempt  to  subdue  us. 

Bo,  Colonel,  I  appreciate  the  opportunity 
to  voice  my  favor  of  che  Air  Force's  plan  in  the 
area  of  expanding  their  training  range. 

Thank  you. 

COLONEL  SW3SNBV:  Thank  you ,  Kx\  Barry. 

Is  there  anyone  else  presont  who  would 
like  to  speak7 

(No  response.) 

COLONEL  S KEENEY :  If  not,  we  will  adjourn  this 
public  hearing  once  again.  Thank  you. 

(proceedings  concluded  at  9; 10  p.m.) 
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1 

2 

COMMENTS 

X 

COMMENTS 

3 

The  following  is  taken  from  a  handwritten 

GE-1  3 

David  Mead,  2045  Hillcrest  Drive.  Twin  Jails,  Idaho 

GE*1  g 

letter  by  Lucille  Haynes  Gibson,  Post  Office  hex 

4 

*3301:  00803'? 

5 

2 469,  Xfitchura,  Idaho  03340: 

3 

6 

6 

1  live  in  Twin  Falle.  I've  lived  her©  40 

7 

Attention:  Bnhor.ead  Training  in  Idaho.  O0c>OjG 

7 

years.  A  little  background:  :  have  a  master's 

8 

I  know  you  would  like  to  play  with  ycur 

8 

degree  from  Purdue  University  in  agriculture. 

9 

averners  expansive  toys  in  your  own  back  yard,  but 

9 

raster's  degree  from  the  College  of  Natural 

10 

you  have  a  perfectly  adequate  playground  just  a  few 

10 

Resources  Range  Management  at  Utah  State.  My 

11 

blocks  down  in  Nevada. 

11 

vocation  is  banking,  My  advocation  is  a  naval 

1  2 

So  try  to  expand  your  concept  of 

12 

reserve  officer. 

13 

protection  to  include  peace  and  quiet  for  wildlife, 

13 

Three  end  a  half  yeare  oh  active  duty 

14 

native  Americans,  and  an  occasional  hiker  crying  to 

14 

during  the  Korean  war.  A  year  cf  that  in  Korea  on 

15 

remember  hov  man  snould  live  ir.  his  environment. 

15 

the  line.  Thirty-one  and  a  half  years  as  a 

1  6 

16 

drilling  reservist.  My  rank  i»  *  Navy  Captain. 

17 

Sincerely, 

17 

0*6.  I  hav*  «  great  respect  and  understanding  of 

18 

Lucille  Haynes  Gibson 

18 

the  military,  but  the  Air  Force  has  not  proved  that 

19 

19 

they  have  a  need  for  this  bombing  range. 

20 

20 

I'm  very  concerned  abcut  the  noise 

21 

* 

21 

level.  3  realize  the  Air  Force  monitors  these 

22 

22 

things,  but  we  have  personally  experienced  cracked 

23 

' 

23 

windows  on  sonic  boons  in  wilderness  areas.  We've 

24 

24 

experienced  eonic  booms.  And  in  the  Sruneeu  canyon 

25 

25 

we've  experienced  sonic  booms.  It  detracts  from 

123 

124 

- 

the  lifestyle. 

1 

night  be  hiking  down  there,  Thar.k  you. 

2 

Wj  are  concerned,  and  No  talking  my  wife 

2 

3 

ar.d  1,  in  reference  to  the  Indians  in  Duck  Valley 

3 

Very  respectfully  yours, 

4 

or.d  their  lifestyle. 

4 

5 

We  are  concerned  that  every  few  year;  Che 

$ 

6 

Air  Force  ccraes  back  after  the  public  says  no. 

5 

7 

Reduces  the  number  of  acres  under  their  proposals 

7 

3 

and  teem*  to  use  the  method  of  wearing  everybody 

a 

9 

out.  The  lifestyle  of  Idaho  does  net  need  a 

9 

10 

borrbing  range  . 

10 

11 

The  ag  land  on  the  desert  may  be  poor, 

11 

12 

but  it's  still  st  land  used  for  grazing. 

13 

13 

I'm  well  aware  of  how  often  the  military 

13 

14 

people  are  transferred.  And  when  one  says  this 

14 

15 

year,  they're  not  around  in  three  or  four  years  to 

IS 

1  € 

be  held  accountable.  And  we've  experienced  that 

16 

17 

here  in  Southern  Idaho  time  after  time  with  the  Mr 

17 

13 

7orte . 

13 

19 

Appreciate  the  Air  Force  holding  public 

19 

20 

hearings  ever,  if  we  don't  agree  with  you.  During 

20 

2  1 

rafting  time  in  the  Bruneau  River,  respectfully 

21 

22 

request  that  no  overflights  be  executed  during  the 

22 

23 

rafting  time.  I  cay  thic,  although  I'm  not  a 

23 

24 

rafter.  And  if  :  could  cet  away  with  it,  I'd  have 

24 

25  | 

nc  overflights  during  any  time  of  the  summer  when  I 

25 
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1 

TKR8B  CF.HEK ,  IDAHO 

1 

the  bear  initiative.  And  I  was  honored  to  be 

2 

Friday,  June  6,  1997.  6:30  p.rtl. 

2 

Idaho's  first  president  of  the  Foundation  for  Worth 

2 

3 

American  wild  Sheep  serving  in  that  capacity  in 

GE-2  4 

ROBERT  DIGRAZIA,  OG&JIhH 

4 

1993  . 

5 

appeared  and  gave  the  following  statements 

5 

I'd  like  to  make  it  clear  that  my 

6 

6 

comments  tonight  are  my  personal  comments  and  not 

7 

MR.  DIGKAZIA:  CoLonel,  I  appreciate  the 

7 

the  comments  of  the  sheep  foundation.  Those  will 

8 

opportunity  to  extend  my  comments ,  and  they  Should 

3 

be  presented  in  Boise  later  next  week. 

9 

take  about  eight  or  nine  minutes. 

9 

I  would  like  the  purveyors  of  this 

10 

i  would  like  to  thank  the  United  states 

1C 

process  to  realize  chat  under  the  HE PA  Act,  that 

11 

Air  Force  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  tonight  on 

11 

cumulative  actions,  when  viewed  with  other  propoead 

12 

the  ETI  Draft  EIS. 

12 

actions  and  have  cumulative  significant  impact. 

13 

As  I  stated,  my  name  is  Robert  DiGra2ia. 

13 

should  be  discussed  in  the  same  impact  statement. 

14 

I  was  born  in  Elko  County.  Nevada.  I  was  educated 

14 

And,  further,  connected  actions  that  are 

15 

in  Hells,  Nevada.  I  served  three  years  in  the 

15 

interdependent  parts  of  a  larger  action  and 

16 

Uuiced  States  Army,  via  offered  a  regular  Atm y 

16 

dependent  upon  larger  actions  for  justification 

1 7 

commission  before  ending  my  time  of  service  with 

17 

should  be  discussed  in  the  same  impact  statement. 

18 

the  dental  cerps  in  1977.  I  an  a  practicing 

18 

With  the  bed-down  chat  the  366th  at 

19 

dentist  in  Bci.se,  Idaho. 

19 

Mountain  Home  and  with  the  Air  Force  in  Idaho  IIS, 

20 

I  * m  very  active  in  the  hunting  community 

DP-7 

20 

tha  3A  to  switch  the  3-52  to  the  B-l  and  the 

21 

in  Idaho.  I've  held  numerous  leadership  positions 

21 

addition  of  the  eti  process,  I  feel  that  these  are 

22 

within  the  state  of  Idahc  including  president  of 

22 

cumulative  actions,  interdependent,  and  should  be 

23 

tha  Idaho  Chapter  of  the  sheep  Foundation.  I  was 

J3 

considered  under  one  comprehensive  EIS. 

24 

state  finance  chairman  for  the  Sportsmen  Heritage 

24 

For  example,  since  the  transfer  of  the 

25 

Defense  Fund  this  last  fall  which  was  focussed  on 

25 

F-ixis  to  Cannon  Air  Force  Base  and  the 

— . . — — . - - 
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1 

establishment  of  this  composite  wing,  the  baseline 

1 

become  unbearable.  Your  property  values  are  going 

2 

concerns  for  noise,  recreation,  and  economics 

2 

to  decrease,  and  some  ranchers  are  going  to  lose 

3 

continues  being  shifted  upward.  It  is  a  shift 

3 

their  ability  to  u*«  public  lands. 

4 

which  I  firmly  believe  cannot  be  tolerated  by  the 

4 

These  are  real  economic  loeaes.  But  you 

5 

residents  of  this  area  or  people  who  frequent  this 

5 

need  to  understand  that  they're  also  economic  gains 

6 

area . 

6 

to  the  communities  of  Boise  and  Mountain  Home. 

7 

This  high  desert  steppe  ecosystem 

7 

With  the  land  un  compatibility  present 

8 

provides  economic  sustenance  to  many.  Ranchers, 

8 

now  and  the  annoyance  anticipated  with  this 

9 

•  ome.  as  was  mentioned  in  the  31S,  have  been  here 

9 

increased  noise,  it  is  important  to  realize  that  if 

10 

for  over  a  hundred  years. 

10 

this  were  the  case  in  Boise  with  the  current  levels 

11 

In  the  D3IS,  there  is  mention  that  some 

11 

oZ  building  codes,  acoustic  protection  in 

12 

property  owners,  ranchers  specifically,  will  see 

12 

structures  or  personal  protective  cear  would  be 

11 

the  impact  of  their  ability  to  use  public  lands. 

13 

required.  Ranchers,  hunters,  and  others  are  simply 

14 

Coupled  with  the  fact  chat  they  choose  to  live  in 

14 

being  asked  with  this  proposal  to  tolerate  thie. 

15 

this  quiet  wilderness  environment,  the  increase  of 

15 

and  this  is  unfair. 

1  5 

r.oisc,  which  will  increase,  in  mv  henest  opinion, 

16 

This  proposal,  with  these  ramifications. 

17 

about  20  percent,  will  be  disruptive  and 

17 

is  being  presented  when  the  GAO,  the  government  and 

13 

inappropriat  e . 

18 

county  agents,  beth  organisations,  the  Air  Force's 

19 

The  property  owners  of  this  area  should 

19 

own  inspector  general  in  official  reports  soys  that. 

20 

be  aware  that  at  Weetover  Air  Force  Base  in 

20 

the  range  is  not  needed.  Further,  this  range  is 

21 

Massachusetts,  homeowners  were  reimbursed  their 

21 

being  pursued  even  when  the  baee  commander  at 

22 

loss  of  property  values  by  taking  clause  in  legal 

22 

Mountain  Home  recently,  before  the  Idaho 

23 

clarifications . 

23 

Legislature,  stated  that  the  366th  Wing  is  the  most 

24 

The  Air  Force  currently  overflies  this 

24 

combat  ready  wing  in  the  world  and  chat  the  range 

25 

area.  But  with  approved  ETl ,  the  noise  is  geing  to 

25 

would  only  enhance  their  training. 
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1  In  analyzing  alternatives,  all 

2  alternatives  are  tied  to  airspace  expansion  and 

DP-52  3  electronic  emitters,  under  KEPA,  I  feel  that  this 

4  does  not  provide  for  adequate  alternatives,  Sech 

5  and  every  impact  Bite  with  Alternative*  b,  C,  and  E 

6  are  tied  to  no-drop  sites,  electronic  emitters,  and 

7  are  tied  to  expansion  into  the  Nevada  for  airspace 

B  and  expansion  other  Big  and  Little  Jack's  Creek 

9  complexes . 

13  Personally  being  s  hunter,  I  cannot 

11  accept  the  airspace  expansion  over  the  Jack's  Creek 

12  complexes.  This  is  the  only  bighorn  sheep  habitat 

1)  ir.  owyhae  County  that's  not  being  currently 

14  overflown  supersonic  at  low  level. 

15  When  the  DBIS  states,  and  I  quote,  "the 

IS  total  number  of  sheep  observed  in  this  herd  have 
17  declined  since  1991  while  lamb/ewe  ratios  have 

BI4  18  increased  from  '94, *  it's  misleading.  It  is 

19  important  to  realize  that  there  has  been  a 

£0  dispersal  into  Big  Jack's  Creek  to  Castle  Creek. 

21  This  herd  is  flourishing,  and  the  Idaho  Department 

22  of  Pish  and  Came  has  instituted  new  hunting 

21  opportunities  since  1993  in  the  Big  Jock's  Creek 
24  area.  This  herd  has  done  so  well.  The  opportunity 
to  take  a  trophy  ram  Is  present  so  much  so  that  a 


l  hunter  recently  purchased  a  bighorn  sheep  auction 
2’  permit  from  the  foundation  for  $31,000  solely  to 
1  hunt  this  area. 

4  Also  missing  in  the  3nvlronmental  Impact 

5  Draft  concerning  the  more  expansior.  into  Nevada  and 
t  Idaho  Is  an  environmental  assessment  of  all  aspects 
7  of  the  economics,  habitat,  and  social  Implications 

I  of  the  ground  underlying  these  two  air  expansions. 

_9  There's  no  habitat  enhancement  plan  designed  for  a 

10  completely  eev  proposal  with  unknown  results. 

11  These  areas  are  going  to  experience  the 

12  total  impact  of  the  366th  wing  sines  Inception. 

Ill  There  is  absolutely  no  baseline  to  compare.  It  is 

[14  an  impact  that  will  be,  again,  intolerable, 

35  inappropriate,  and  unacceptable .  The  BLH,  the 
16  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and  Came,  and  others  need 
l?  to  be  lo  this  process  that  help  define  these 
IS  baselines. 

19  Through  past  history  and  related  BA;  and 

20  Else,  problems  have  occurred,  as  mentioned  by 

21  Colonel  Richey.  Mitigatory  design  and  avoidar.ee 

2 2  has  been  implemented  la  this  CIS  specifically  to 

23  the  tribal  community  at  Duck  Valley  for  protection 

24  over  trLbsi  lands  for  lcv-leve!  and  supersonic 

25  flight. 


To  deconflict  these  impacts,  sn  airspace 
expansion  over  Jack's  Creek  complexes  and  into 
Nevada  has  been  proposed  in  this  draft.  I  find  it 
unfair  to  deeonfiict  one  party  and  place 
conflictLon  or.  other  partlej.  In  my  opinion,  this 
is  not  a  good  example  of  mitigatory  response. 

My  testimony  is  lengthy,  and  I'll  submit 
the  rest  of  it  later  by  the  August  <th  deadline. 

But  I  mm  from  Nevada,  and  I'm  very,  very  familiar 

10  with  the  ranching  at  Dixie  Valley,  and  I've  talked 

11  to  these  people  over  the  last  few  years.  And  I'm 

12  Just  going  to  quote  some  of  the  comments  chat  I  got 

13  from  Dixie  Valley  to  this  community  at  Thres 

14  Creek. 

In  Dixie  Valley,  what  happened,  and  I'll 

16  quote  it?  "Most  of  the  neighbors  are  gone  now. 

17  Their  homes,  along  with  the  slgnc  of  their  toLl,  is 

10  extinguished.  This  valley  showed  little  sign  cf 

19  j  war  but  there  was  one.  it  lasted  five  long  years, 
day  In  and  day  out.  The  cost  to  preserve  a  way  of 
life,  individual  freedoms,  and  a  republic  came  dear 


"The  Navy  brought  their  supersonic,  high 
threat  battlefield  to  this  valley  in  the  summer  of 
LS62.  He  were  all  aware  that  our  military  needs  to 
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1  JANET  O' CROWLEY,  003(135) 

2  appeared  and  gave  the  following  statements 

3 

2  *  KS.  CROWLEY;  Thank  you,  Colonel  Sweeney  and 

5  Colonel  Richey. 

6  To  introduce  myself,  I  live,  at  the 

7  present  time,  down  here  in  Murphy  Hcc  Spring#  13 

8  miles  by  the  road,  and  ve  do  hear  of  the  Air  Force 

9  quite  frequently  down  there.  I  should  any  they're 

10  not  unheard  of  in  Murphy  Hot  Springs. 

11  My  name  is  Janet  O'Crowley.  I'm  »  native 

12  of  Idaho.  I'm  very  partisan  of  Idaho.  I'm  alto  a 

13  veteran  of  what  you  might  call  the  war  against  the 

14  Air  force's  expansion.  I  believe  that  I  and  Randy 

15  Morris  of  Mountain  Home  were  the  first  two  people 

16  to  take  up  the  cudgels  when  we  beard  about  the 

17  Saylor  Creek  expansion  of  one  million  or  ten 

18  million  acres.  it  didn't  matter.  They  were  going 

19  to  take  the  whole  southeast  corner  cf  Owyhee  County 

20  and  turn  it  into  a  super  bombing  range. 

21  And  the  plan  of  action  that  we  acquired 

22  from  our  congressmen  but  we  were  not  allowed  to 

23  receive  it  as  civilians  but  ve  got  it  through  other 

24  means  described  the  action  that  would  bo  taken  down 

25  here  on  the  Owyhee  desert.  It  included  bulldozers. 


dump  truck* ,  every  kind  of  construction  vehicla  you 
can  imagine,  and  the  auto  dealers  in  3oise  Cheered 
at  this.  They  were  going  to  build  roads.  They 
were  going  to  cotally  obliterate  the  vegetation  on 
vast  acreages  in  order  to  avoid  the  danger  of 
fire.  They  were  going  to  build  dummy  structures. 

There  were  going  to  be  three  battle 
fronca.  There  was  going  Co  be  the  forward  frnct, 
the  medium  front,  end  the  near  front.  I  guess  I'm 
noc  sure  which  was  forward  and  which  was  the  rear 
front,  but  one  was  to  he  *  mock-up  of  a  civilian 
residential  area.  One  was  to  be  an  industrial 
area.  And  the  FBMA ,  I  remember,  was  to  be  forward 
edge  of  the  battle  area.  And  the  bombers  and  the 
fighters  were  going  to  come  crashing  in  on  this. 

Atd  they  eaid  they  needed  realistic  training,  and, 
therefore,  they  vert  going  to  build  these 
structures  out  of  plywood  and  other  materiel*  and 
were  going  to  go  gang  ho  and  were  going  to  have  the 
best  366th  King  that  money  can  buy. 

As  a  lot  of  you  aay  remember,  Southern 
Idaho  rose  up  in  a  waive  of  protest.  Hot  only  were 
we  being  told  the  Air  Force  is  going  to  do  this; 
they  told  vs  ho*  they  were  going  to  do  it.  The 
only  thing  is  they  ran  into  a  real  rattlesnake's 


den  when  they  asked  the  civilian*. 

At  Twin  Falls,  the  hearing  had  been 
scheduled  for  a  double  classroox,  a  double 
amphitheater  type  classroom.  But  instead  it  had  to 
be  moved  to  the  main  auditorium,  and  the  *«in  one 
was  two-thirds  full  that  night. 

And  I  can’t  remember.  i  don't  know. 

Maybe  one  of  the  reporters  can  remember.  But  there 
ware  very  people  who  spoke  in  favor  of  that 


The  Air  Force  later  came  beck  with 
another  proposal,  and  it  was  defeated  because  of  a 
moratorium  that  the  secretary  of  defense  put  or: 
acquisition  of  more  lands.  Then  the  governor 
entered  with  fray,  and  we  had  the  precursor  of  the 
enhanced  training  rings. 

The  proposal  here  i*  much  more  modest  in 
the  amount  of  land  that  they're  asking  to  take,  but 
what  we  have  to  remember  is  that  the  Air  Force 
already  has.  by  rty  rough  calculations,  mors  than  50 
percent  of  the  airspace  in  Southern  Idaho  at  their 
command.  And  they  take  off  and  land.  That  doesn't 
take  much  room,  and  neither  do  these  emitter 
sites.  3uc  they  can  fly  anywhere  within  100  feet 
of  the  ground  at  their  choosing. 


They  may  iapooe  restriction*  and  say  that 
over  Three  Creek  we're  going  to  *tay  up  at  i$00 
feet  or  3,000,  but  that  is  at  their  say  so.  The 
civilians  have  no  control  and  no  input  into  that. 

They  asked  us  a  lot  about  our  opinions  of 
this  and  that,  but  ve  said,  where  is  the 
follow-up?  If  you  do  noc  follow  these  guidelines, 
wher*  do  we  get  to  --  whom  do  we  speak  to  and  bow 
do  we  get  it  changed? 

I'n  sorry.  That  Is  not  pert  of  the 
plan.  Once  we'v*  convinced  you  people  to  net 
protest  and  we  get  what  we  want  in  the  way  cf  a 
training  range,  then  it'e  all  over  as  far  as 
civilian  participation, 

Expansion  is  the  middle  name  cf  the  Air 
Force.  This  ia  what  they  want  now.  Hhat  will  they 
want  two.  three  year*  from  now?  We  have  r.o 
guarantees.  It's  always  that  we  have  faster  planes 
and  they  need  more  space  to  practice  in  and  it  win 
sake  you  safer  if  we  take  up  more  of  this  land. 

Nov,  where  is  che  process  going  to  stop? 
Where  ia  the  mechanism  chat  the  civilian  population 
of  Idaho  can  even  participate  in  this 
deci  sion  -making? 

Now,  you  say  that  if  1  send  in  my 
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comments,  that  they'll  be  read  and  they  will  affect 
the  outcome  of  the  hbpa. 

Now,  when  this  first  BTI  first  came  up 
and  was  revealed  to  the  public,  1  sent  in  my 
comment  and  said,  you  have  not  followed  WEPA.  This 
process  is  illegal.  I  never  heard  anything  more 
about  that,  and  the  Air  Force  never  said  anything 
more  about  it. 

How,  I've  looked  at  the  law  that  Congrass 
passed,  and  NEPA,  the  National  Environmental  Policy 
Act,  provide*  that  any  government  body,  before  it 
embarks  on  ar.y  kind  of  an  expansion,  construction, 
anything  that  will  affect  public  land,  must  do  an 
Environmental  impart  Statement. 

Nov,  what  is  the  envi ronmental  Impact 
Statement  for?  It  is  to  determine  whether  or  not 
to  proceed. 

Now,  I've  never  heard,  Ln  any  of  the 
discussions  that  we've  had  on.  all  of  these  BISs, 
about  the  not  to  proceed.  I've  never  heard  it. 

1'vs  never  seen  «  flicker  in  an  Air  Force  iron's  eye 
about  not  proceeding.  In  fact,  I ' v*  been  told 
we're  going  to  get  it  chia  time  or  we'll  come  back 
and  we'll  get  it  next  time. 

Specifically,  why  NEPA  was  not  followed 


Now,  past  BISa  were  really  weaseling  kind 
of  documents.  Ke  brought  up  all  kinds  of  effects. 
And  the  ones  done  by  Spectrum  on  the  first  Saylor 
Creek  initiative  simply  said,  oh,  theee  things  are 
net  significant.  Hoist  is  not  significant.  And 
they  said,  we'll  measure  the  noise  ail  year  long, 
and  then  we'll  average  it  and  ve'll  say  that  nuch 
average  of  noise  is  not  significant  end  it  isn't 
going  to  hurt  anything. 

It  isn't  when  the  jet  is  not  flying  that 
it  bothers  you.  It'a  when  you 1  re  out  there  like 
those  ranchers  down  in  Dixie  Valley  being  knocked 
clear  off  their  horse.  I  understand  it's  happened 
over  in  Jordan  Valley  oleo. 

When  that  jet  comes  by  ycu ,  and.  you  can't 
hear  it  comLng,  but  when  it's  right  there  and  you 
suddenly  get  that  blast  of  noise,  you  can't  overage 
that  cut.  That's  real,  and  it  mexeo  your  heart 


And  you  can't  say  that  r.oise  does  not 
affect  animals.  Maybe  they  go  on  grazing  or  maybe 
they  don't  run  anymore  because  they  know  it's 
23  coming  and  it  comes  again  and  again.  But  you  can't 
say  that  it  doesn't  affect  them,  I'm  ar.  ar.inal  and 
it  affects  mi, 


We  complained  and  asked  why  the  past  ElSa 
i*  have  not  considered  the  electromagnetic  effect  of 

SF-1 1 

I  3  these  emitter  stations  and  also  the  radar  use  by 

|_*  the  aircraft.  That  was  ignored.  We’ve  asked  why 

5  they  didn't  consider  in  their  hazardous  material* 

€  deleterious  effect  of  substances  used  cf  the  many. 

7  many  kind  of  gaees  that  come  out  of  an  aircraft 

AQ-1  *  when  it's  taking  off  or  when  it's  throttled  down  to 

9  come  in  for  a  landing. 

10  Aad  how  about  when  they're  circling 

II  around  and  around  waiting  for  »  chance  to  land?  0 r 

12  hov  about  when  they  dump  fuel  so  they  can  co*ne  in 

to  land?  Hone  of  thee*  effects  were  ever 
considered.  There  were  so  many.  And  I  have  file 
cabinet*  full,  and  I  don't  want  to  try  to  do  Chia 
from  memory.  But  none  of  the  past  CISC  has  ever 
been  an  honest  document. 

How,  if  you  can  change  that,  I  would  like 
to  s«®  it.  And  I'd  like  to  cooperate  with  an  Air 
Force  chat  wouLd  honestly  discuss  these  things  and 
honestly  ask  people,  you  know,  how  can  we  make  it 


So  r  will  write  my  comments  and  send  them 
in.  Thar.k  you. 

colonel  Sweeney :  Thank  you  very  much, 
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14  1 


No*,  those  are  the  only  two  people  vbo 
had  asked  to  speak.  19  there  anyone  else  who  has 
reconsidered  and  would  like  to  cpetk  as  far  as  a 
dorm  of  public  comment  this  evening? 

(No  response.) 

colons:,  SWESNEY:  Apparently  not. 

What  ve'll  do,  then,  is  adjourn  this 
formal  part  of  this  public  hearing  process.  And  as 
I  believe  colonel  Richey  mentioned  earlier,  Air 
Force  officials  will  remain  behind  for  the  purpose 
of  answering  questions  chat  you  may  have 
one-on-one . 

Thank  you  very  much. 

(Proceedings  concluded  at  S:30  p.m.)- 


0WYH2E,  NEVADA 


Monday.  June  9,  1997,  S  s  3  0  p.m. 


Colonel  POP3:  if  I  could  have  year  attention 
please,  this  hearing  will  come  back  tc  order  at 
this  time,  ve're  going  to  begin  the  public  comment 


The  elected  officials  will  go  first,  with 
the  exception  of  Chairman  Paiva  who  will  co  last. 
First  speaking  in  Mr.  Terry  Gibson. 

MR.  GIBSON:  Thank  you,  Colonel  Pope. 

One  of  the  first  things  that  the  elders 
wanted  me  to  request  was  an  interpreter,  being  that 
you  are  on  an  Indian  reservation  here. 

COLONEL  POPE:  There  is  not  an  official 
Interpreter  here .  What  I  have  been  asked  to  do  is 
if  there  is  some  volunteers  who  could  provide 
Interpretation  if  It  was  needed,  they  could  assist 
to  do  that.  I  chatted  with,  you  about  that.  save 
you  found  any  volunteers  that  would  like  tc 
Interpret  ? 

MR.  GIBSOHi  We'll  go  ahead  and  discuss  that 
at  your  next  break,  2  guess. 

COLONEL  PCPB !  All  right.  Do  you  want  to 
begin  your  ccmrente  row? 


MR.  GIBSON:  Yeah. 

COLONEL  POPS  1  All  right.  Start  the  time 


TERRY  GIBSON, 


003040 


appeared  and  gave  the  following  statement: 


KR.  GIB  SON  1  My  name  is  Terry  Gibson.  I’m  a 
member  of  the  Shoshone- Paiute  Tribal  Business 


The  Shoshone  - Paiute  private  government 
acts  as  a  solid  entity  in  its  relationship  with  the 
U.S.  Federal  Government  in  that  the  federal 
g eve rn merit  has  various  responsibilities  concerning 
tribal  interests ,  both  on  and  off  the  Duck  Valley 
Reservation . 

The  word  "sovereign"  does  not  appear 
anywhere  in  your  highly- sani ti 2 ed  document  which 
ycu  call  the  2TS.  With  that,  I  want  to  go  ahead 
and  speak  a  little  bit  about  the  process  that  you 
guys  laid  out, 

1  feel  that  you  folks  have  seriously 
undermined  the  process  that  has  been  been  laid  out 
by  Secretary  G.  B&iley.  k$  wanted  ai:  entities  to 
get  together  and  find  out  if  there  were  any  shew 


stoppers  at  any  of  these  cites,  and  you  can 
guarantee  that  there  are  several  u how  stoppers. 

The  next  item  of  concern  2  have  is  a 
breach  of  confidentiality  withir.  your  BIS 
document .  There  is  a  study  that  pertains  to  our 
water  rights  issue  dene  by  Max  Pavesic  of  Boise 
State  University.  And  this  document,  which  is  held 
li:  confidentiality  by  the  United  states  government, 
the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs,  and  the 
Shoshone- Paiute  Tribes,  somehow  has  ccne  out  in 
your  BIS  document. 

And,  also.,  we  feel  that  there  has  been  a 
bread:  of  couf identiality  in  this  site  data 
information  dealing  with  cultural  resources  because 
there  has  b2er.  vandalism  occurring  to  those  sites 
that  fall  within  the  area  of  your  BIS.  And  we  are 
pursuing  these  things  through  an  investigation 
through  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management. 

There  is  a  migration  theory  that  comes  u? 
in  your  document  that  this  tribe  does  not  adhere 
tc.  1  think  the t  chat  should  bo  removed  from  >ocr 


There  has  been  soversl  photographs  of 
sensitive  sices  that  have  come  out  in  your  document 
and  come  out  in  your  community  report,  and  those 
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thirds  concern  we, 

On  the  cite  Information,  tt  says  hero, 
the  satellite  base  global  positioning  system  has 
been  used!,  the  satellite  base  system  for 
determining  the  precise  location  of  something  on 


Now,  this  system  has  bean  used  tt 
identify  our  sacred  sites,  and  it  has  becoxe 
published  in  your  documents,  ar.d  the 
Shoshone-Paiute  Tribe*  feel  chat  there  is  a  breach 
oC  confidentiality  within  that. 

Another  concern  of  ours  Is  chat  the 
McDermott  Shcshone-Faluto  Tribe  is  not  involved  in 
this  document.  Okay. 

We  alec  have  a  serious  concern  with 
unextinguished  territorial  land  claims.  That  needs 
to  be  addressed.  And  I'rr.  going  to  reference  * 
letter  chat  has  been  sent  to  the  Honorable  William 
J.  Clinton  signed  by  Senator  Daniel  X .  Inouye, 
Senator  Harry  Reid,  ar.d  Senator  Ben  Sighthcrse 
Campbell.  1*11  just  highlight  the  portion  here. 

It  says,  'The  tribes  have  notified  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  that  the  federal  lands 
proposed  to  be  converted  to  a  bombir.g  range  can  be 
legally  conveyed  to  the  state  of  Idaho  for  use  as 


an  Air  Force  bombing  range  because  they  are 
aboriginal  lands  belonging  to  the  tribes.  This 
issue  needs  to  be  resolved  before  any  decision  can 
be  aade  on  cresting  the  proposed  range." 

And  1*11  state  further  from  the 
Congressional  House  Record  where  it  says  chat  the 
Secretary  of  tha  Interior  is  directed  to  determine 
how  what  has  been  done  to  resolve  the  issue  of  Che 
aboriginal  right*  to  the  land  in  question.  Okay. 

Nov,  you  guys  are  doing  studies  on  _ond 
that  this  involves,  end  I  think  you  need  to  take  a 
serious  look  at  that  ar.d  sec  who  actually  ovna  this 


Thank  you. 

COI/OHS^  POPE:  Thank  you  for  your  comments. 

The  next  speaker  is  Mr.  Cy  Thacker  with 
the  Tribal  Ceuncil.  Mr.  Thacker? 


R BGIS'ALO  SOP3,  003042 
appeared  and  cave  the  following  statement: 


4  NR.  S0P8 :  Good  evening.  Colonel  ?opa  and 

5  Colonel  Richey  and  my  people. 

6  Ky  concerns  far  this  enhanced  training 

7  range  that  tk«y*re  proposing  hare  is  pretty  much  in 
•  the  delicate  areas  when  it  comes  to  the  Grasmere 

9  site.  And  also  I  have  ancestries  that  roamed 

10  through  that  territory.  My  grandmother  was  born 

11  specifically  in  cha:  area.  And  l  do  take  my  family 

12  tack  from  time  to  time,  and  we  honor  and  sing  our 
11  songs  of  cur  tribes  and  also  family  songs,  which 

14  are  honor  to  the  family. 

15  At  this  time,  I  feel  that  I've  worked 

16  many  years,  you  know,  working  for  the  J.R.  Simple: 

17  of  idcho  company,  and  I've  worked  frequently  in  the 

15  Saylor  Creek  bombing  range  area  there.  And  by 

1?  doing  so,  I've  seen  a  let  of  the  mishap*  and  stuff 

20  of  the  United  States  Air  Force. 

21  And  or,e  thing  specific  is  that  the 

22  pilots;  they  aren't  always  on  target  with  whatever 

21  they're  trying  to  practice  on.  On  one  occurrence, 

24  their  targets  were  set  at  one  angle  to  where  the 

25  planes  came  in  and  they  missed  thetr  targets  by  12 
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nixes  ana  may  botnosd  J.R.  simplot's  tanks,  their 
s tack,  waterier  tanks  to  where  St  was  all  cevered 
up.  Later  on  that  evening,  there  was  new  tanks  up 
with  water  in  there. 

Ales,  they  tell  us  that  a  lot  of  these 
aircrafts*  their  pieces  and  stuff  won't  fall  off  of 
there.  I've  rods  that  whole  dessert  fron  Black 
stone  Dessrt  clear  on  to  the  other  areas  atd  also 
down  towards  the  Battle  Creek  area  where  I've  seen 
pieces  of  aircraft*  the  little  deals  that  go  on. 
I've  seen  them. 

And,  also,  vher.  it  cones  down  to  their 
ground  level  flight  deale*  a  lot  of  tines  they  seen 
to  be  flying  a  few  hundred  feet  off  the  ground. 

I've  seen  then*,  fly  a  lot  lower  than  that.  I  feel 
that  it's  a  specific  threat  to  my  people  here. 

And  one  of  our  main  issues  is  our 
wildlife,  our  animals  that  w«  depend  ca  out  there. 
We've  depended  on  these  sr.inale  for  our  clothing 
and  our  food.  All  of  our  sources  are  out  there, 
our  whole  pharmacy  including  the  herbal  medic loe, 

22  herbal  -plants  and  the  roots  and  scuff  that  cur 

people  ate  to  nourish  themselves.  In  is  pretty  cad 
for  us  to  give,  you  know,  all  that  up  just  for  a 
playground  for  the  United  State*  Ati  Force. 


COLONEL  POPE:  Thank  you  for  your  input. 
The  next  speaker  is  Carrie  Dan. 


CARR  IB  DAN* 


006043 


appeared  and  gave  the  following  statement i 


8  HS.  DAN:  Thank  you .  Good  evening,  my 

9  friends,  family. 

10  I  nave  one  confront,  first  of  *11,  this 

11  three  minutes.  When  you  give  us  only  three  minute* 

12  tc  say  something,  you're  not  going  to  hear  anything 
12  because  that  is  uot  enough  time. 

14  I've  been  to  a  few  of  these  public 

15  cerement  periods,  and  this  is,  to  me,  giving  us  only 

16  three  minutes*  it  just  represents  what  you  are 
l*f  trying  to  do  to  ehese  valleys  over  here. 

18  Tirst  of  *11,  T  an  a  traditional  person. 

19  I  believe  In  tha  always  cf  the  Sho*hone  people. 

20  3**lcally,  it's  not  any  different  from  the  ways  of 

21  the  ocher  nation  of  people  which  1*  up  higher  than 

22  they  are  here. 

23  ?lrst  of  all,  I'd  like  to  say  and  tell 

24  ycu  that  the  number  one  issue  has  always  been  land, 

25  land  grabbing,  whether  It's  by  the  United  States 
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KIKE  NAIININ'I  ,  0u^044 

appeared  and  gave  the  following  statement! 


K3.  NANMIMI:  Good  evening,  Colonel  Pope  and 
Ladies  end  gentlemen. 

On  behalf  of  the  Elkc  County 
Commissioners,  I  would  lika  to  thank  the  y.S,  Air 
force  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the 
Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement.  Wy  name  is  Mike  Kannini . 

Nevadans  are  proud  of  their  military 
heritage.  Kevadans  provide  more  useful  airspace 
for  military  training  than  any  other  state.  Vie  in 
Siko  County  are  very  concerned  about  the  lack  .of 
the  analysis  of  the  effects  that  the  expansion  cf 
airspace  into  the  northern  reaches  of  this  county. 
Specifically,  Che  social  impact  analysis  toward 
ranchers  and  the  Jarbidge  wilderness  areas  are 
incomplete  and,  consequently.  Inadequate,  wildlif 
impacts  to  Nevada’s  mule  deer  populations  are 
completely  missing. 

Ranching  is  a  major  economic  factor  in 
this  county.  As  in  Idaho,  there  are  fourth  and 
fifth  generation  ranchers  being  affected  by  Che 
increase  in  overflights,  since  they  are  uKing 


dollars  in  this  effort. 

The  Jarbidge  wilderness  area  is 
contiguous  to  the  Nevada  airspace  expansion..  Many 
ranchers  are  now  diversifying  their  operations 
economically  by  providing  wilderness  experiences  to 
all  Americana.  This,  again,  is  providing  economic 
recreational  dollars  to  chic  county  and  private 
landowners.  Businesses  are  being  created  in 
Jarbidge  capi tali  tat  ion  on  these  --  in  the  Jarbldce 
capitalizing  on  these  wilderness  nreas.  The  DEIS 
completely  lacks  analysis  of  this  aspect. 

As  Navada  Senator  Reid  stated,  this  is  an 
Idaho  project.  If  it  is  truly  needed  for  the 
substance  of  Mountain  Rome  Air  Fcrce  Base,  than  the 
United  States  should  mitigate  the  problems  with 
Idaho  cltirer.s.  Nevada  truly  has  done  its  share 
for  the  milLtary.  With  the  unanswered  prcblenc  of 
Nevada’s  rancher*,  recreational  businesses,  and 
citizens,  we  support  the  no  action  alternative. 

The  tribal  community  here  at  Ovyhce  has 
suffered  immensely  since  the  bed  down  of  the 
composite  wing,  Yes,  there  has  teen  mitigation  for 
noise,  but  it  is  not  perfect  yet.  They  still 
suffer  sonic  boom.  They  have  voiced  concerns  about 
sacred  grounds  in  Nevada  and  Idaho.  we  encourage 
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proposed  airspace  that  they're  seeding  now.  Ar.d  if 
they  jet  everything  they're  needing,  then  chey  win 
have  that  much  airspace .  So  it's  not  like,  in  my 
Opinion,  the  Air  Force  is  making  it  sour.d  lika  they 
don't  have  any  place  co  practice. 

And  as  some  of  the  speakers  said  before 
us,  you  need  to  think  about  others  in  our  land,  the 
United  States,  ard  not  only  human  life,  but  ar.iir.al. 
life  and  all  the  other  part  of  creation  that  is 
just  as  much  a  part  of  this  world  as  we  art.  And  1 
just  wanted  to  point  that  out. 

Ar.d,  also,-  in  some  of  the  3LM  studies,  in 
last  fiva  years,  the  sage  brush  be*  declined  70 
percent.  And  I'tn  sure  that  in  the  last  five  years 
when  they  took  that  count,  when  they  started  the 
count,  that  it  was  probably  a  declined  number 
already  to  begin  with. 

And  the  chaff,  it  doesn't  say  anywhere  in 
your  BIS  that  this  chaff  is  not  biodegradable . 

Once  it  falls,  it's  there  forever. 

And,  also,  in  some  of  cheso  documents 
that  I  was  reading,  that  it's  very  harmful  vher. 
cattle  are  grazing  and  deer  and  different  things 
are  eating.  When  they  breathe,  they  breathe  it 


this  would  be  only  a  partial  solution  because  it 
does  not  address  the  permanent  construction  of 
facilities  and  infrastructure. 

Religious  practitioners  believe  that  any 
need  to  provide  notification  of  the  timing  and/cr 
Location  of  their  ceremonies  violates  their  privacy 
and  religious  freedom.  Religious  activities  are 
often  spontaneous  making  advance  notification 
impossible . 

Religious  qualities  other  chan  ceremonial 
activities  would  be  affected  --  would  still  be 
affected.  The  Air  Force  proposal  would  also 
threaten  the  physical  integrity  of  these  sites  in 
several  ways:  by  potential  physical  destruction 
resulting  from  the  construction  of  physical 
facilities  and  infrastructure;  by  potential 
pollution  or  destruction  from  site  operations  end 
military  nan«uv«r#;  by  destructing  the  visual  and 
auditory  solitude  which  are  vital  to  the  physical 
integrity  of  sites  within  the  naarfcy  proposed 
areas,  even  smaller  facilities  such  ao  emitter 
sites  would  constitute  visual  auditory  intrusions; 
and  by  creating  greater  access  to  the  sites  through 
the  construction  of  roads  thus  increasing  the 
possibility  of  vandalism  or  other  disruptive 


Going  or.  to  che  more  cultural  side  ci 
things,  many  tribal  oembera  believe  that  the 
proposed  Air  Force  activities  in  Idaho  and  Nevada 
would  adversely  affact  religious  ceremonies  and 
other  religious  qualities  of  the  region.  Solitude 
and  privacy  are  extremely  important  during  the 
conduct  of  ceremonies,  as  well  as  the  physical 
integrity  cf  sacred  sites,  and  would  be  threatened 
by  increased  overflights,  ground  traffic,  and. 
construction  facilities  ar.d  inf  rast  ructure  . 

President  Clinton's  executive  order  o£ 
k ay  24,  1986  regarding  Indian  sacred  sites  orders 
federal  agencies  to  accorc.mcdace  access  ar.d 
ceremonial  use  of  Indian  sacred  sites  by  Indian 
reservation  practitioners  ts  avoid  adversely 
affecting  the  physical  Integrity  of  such  sacred 
eitaj  and  to  maintain  confidentiality  of  sacred 
sites  where  appropriate.  The  Air  Force  proposal 
mty  threaten  access  to  and  use  of  sacred  sites  in 
or  near  the  affected  areas  and  would  certainly 
adversely  affect  the  physical  integrity  of  these 


Although  the  Air  Porce  has  offered  to 
schedule  its  flights  around  ground  traffic  and 
ground  traffic  to  avoid  conflict  with  ceremonies. 
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L AIRY  mokros,  0GG04G 

1 

my  place  a  noise  sensitive  area.  Z  appreciate 

appeared  and  gav*  the  following  statement: 

2 

that . 

3 

However,  he  said  that  the  vertical 

MR.  MONROE;  Well,  Judge,  <ry  name  is  Leery 

4 

limitation  over  my  place  was  1500  feet.  Well,  your 

Konroe.  I  own  the  old  Hanson  piece  up  on  Trail 

3 

swell  old  document,  which  you  ought  to  give  eo 

Creek .  „  can't  remember  all  the  rules  that  you 

6 

people  with  sleep  disorders,  incidentally.  It  puts 

told  us,  and  1  hope  I  don't  get  in  a  lot  of 

7 

you  to  sleep.  Anyway,  the  document  tells  in  there 

trouble.  But  three  minutes  isn't  very  long  unless 

3 

•bout  how  loud  things  are.  isoo  feet  isn't  very 

a  fellow  is  getting  drug  and  hanging  by  their  neck, 

9 

high.  I  Intend  to  work  further  the  Colonel  Richey 

but  I  can't  hold  my  stomach  in  that  lone, 

10 

to  see  if  vs  can't  get  that  raLaed  up  •  little 

My  principle  concern  is  noise.  1'vi  been 

11 

bit. 

in  touch  with  the  Air  Force  for  sever*!  years  about 

12 

Ocher  than  that,  that's  about  it,  Judge. 

low  flying  jets  over  my  place.  It's  very 

13 

I  sure  hope  I  didn't  violate  any  of  your  rules. 

disruptive.  It  ecares  me.  I  don’t  like  it. 

14 

Thank  you  very  much.  I  appreciate  the 

My  f  aver  ice  ur.cle  used  to  have  a  saying. 

13 

opportunity. 

when  thing*  would  get  ancy  or  irritable,  why  he 

16 

C0L0N2L  POPS*  Thank  you  very  much. 

would  way,  all  r  really  want  is  a  little  dirt  farn 

17 

All  right.  The  next  speaker  is  Kiss 

down  in  the  end  of  the  desert,  •  couple  cows  and 

18 

Assbet  Gibson. 

some  chickens  and  sit  on  the  back  poreh  end  even 

19 

listen  to  the  cotton  wood  treat,  and  I  guess  tbat'c 

20 

sort  of  what  I'd  like  te  have. 

21 

colonel  Richey  was  very  open  beicre  the 

22 

meeting,  and  he  answered  some  of  ®y  questions  about 

23 

the  location  of  the  military  training  routes.  A 

2  4 

year  ago,  he  sent  me  e  letter  and  said  he  declared 

23 
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AMBIR  GIBSON,  00804? 

GE-1  i 

AMANCA  GIBSON,  OGS049 

appeared  end  gave  the  following  statement « 

2 

appeared  and  gave  the  following  statement! 

KISS  GIBSON r  My  name  is  Amber  Gibson.  I'm 

4 

MISS  GIBSON:  Ky  name  la  Amanda  Gibson.  I 

from  Owyhee ,  Nevada.  I  am  a  member  of  the 

s 

live  in  Owyhee,  Nevada,  l  am  a  member  of  the 

Shoshone - Paiute  Tribe. 

6 

Shoshone -t**iute  Tribe. 

I  enjoy  living  in  Owyhee.  It  is  peaceful 

7 

I  don't  like  the  sonic  booms.  They  are 

and  quiet.  It  la  a  beautiful  place.  I  like  going 

• 

vary  ugly.  They  make  me  jump,  and  they  hurt  my 

to  the  desert  and  praying,  looking  at  the  sacred 

9 

ears.  it  makes  the  school  shake.  It  is  ugly,  it 

sites,  it  la  beautiful.  Xt  has  a  lot  of 

10 

is  not  supposed  to  be  here.  I  don't  like  It  when 

wildlife.  And  if  the  jets  start  flying  over  us,  it 

11 

they  cone  while  1  am  praying.  They  shouldn't  be 

is  going  to  be  destroyed,  bo  Z  think  we  could  do 

12 

flying  over  us  at  our  sacred  sites  at  the  Owyhee 

without  the  jets. 

11 

desert.  1  also  don't  like  the  vey  they  ecere  my 

Thenk  you. 

14 

animela.  X  want  them  to  leave. 

COLONEL  POPS:  Thank  you. 

13 

COLONEL  POFBi  Thank  you. 

The  next  speaker  is  Miss  Amanda  Gibson. 

16 

Our  next  speaker  is  Hiss  Canara 

1? 

j  1 

Carpenter. 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

. 

_ 
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DAKAR A  CARPENTER, 


008349 


appeared  and  gave  che  following  statement: 


4  MISS  Carpentbrj  Hy  narr.e  i »  Damar*  Carpenter. 

5  I'm  from  Owyhee,  Nevada.  I'm  a  member  of  the 
$  Shoshone • Paiufce  Tribe. 

7  Z  don't  like  the  noise  of  the  sonic 

8  boons,  the  way  they  shake  the  windows  or  how  they 

9  scare  the  little  ones  and  wake  them  up  from  their 
10  naps.  A  sacred  sice  shculd  stay  sacred  and  not  be 
XI  disturbed.  It  may  not  mean  a  lot  to  you,  but  it 

12  means  a  lot  to  us. 

13  C010N2L  POPE:  Thank  you. 


The  next  speaker  is  Ileenor  little 


IS  Prior. 


ELEANOR  LZTTLE  PRIOR, 


OOSOSO 


appeared  and  gave  the  following  statement: 


4  MS.  PRIOR:  My  name  ia  Eleanor  Little  Prior, 

5  and  I'm  a  resident  of  Owyhee,  Nevada.  I  reside  in 

6  the  Idaho  portion  of  the  Duck  Valley  Reservation. 

7  I  asked  a  lot  of  question*  out  in  the 

I  hallway  about  some  of  the  issues.  One  particular 
f  proposed  training  range  from  the  Air  Force  ia  tha 

1C  Grasmere  area,  which  is  about  20  miles  north  of 

11  whsrs  we  live.  That's  net  very  far. 

12  Our  hospital  is  located  here  In  Ovyhee, 

13  Nevada.  He  have  life  flights  going  through  that 

14  area.  As  .your  location  sho'as  us,  it's  right  over 

15  Highway  51  Just  through  Grasmere.  Our  life  flights 

IS  go  through  there.  There  may  be  some  agreement  that 

17  I  don’t  know  about,  but  z  utiLl  don't  think  that 

18  proposed  sre«  would  be  suitable.  l  don’t  believe 

19  that  would  be  in  our  beet  Interest. 

30  |  Plus,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  I  know  of 

21  burL«l  grounds  'use  vest  of  Grasmere  ar.d  vest  of 

22  I  Hig.ivay  51  in  Juniper,  che  proposed  C  Grasmere 

23  area.  I  believe,  too,  that  gaming  would  be 

24  severely  affected.  1  just  feel  that  we've  gone 

23  through  this  same  kind  cf  thing  in  che  Battle  Creek 
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ARNOLD  THOMAS , 


OOSOSl 


appeared  and  gave  the  following  sc atomer.t : 


MR..  THOMAS i  I  chink  you  need  co  make  tone 
accommodation  for  the  little  green  end  blue 


7  My  name  is  Arnold  Thomas,  and  I  am  a 

3  member  of  the  Duck  Valley  Shoshone- Paiuce  Tribe, 

?  and  I  currently  reside  in  salt  Lake  City,  Utah. 

1-3  First  of  all,  Native  American  individuals 

11  have  been  a  part  of  all  wars  thst  the  United  States 

12  government  has  gone  through:  Vietnam,  the  Civil 

13  War.  World  War  I,  World  War  II.  They  haven't 

14  hesitated  one  bit  to  go  and  fight  Ccr  their 

15  country.  I  think  it's  due  to  partly  tie  united 
13  states  government.  They  are  giving  us  th*  chance 

17  right  now  to  listen  to  our  point  o!  view  and  try  tc 

18  give  us  an  obligation  to,  you  know  --  and  ve  object 

19  to  the  Graining  proposal  that  ycu  have  proposed  cut 

20  there  in  Grasmere. 

21  As  the  youth  have  stated,  they' re  against 

22  it.  The  youth  are  important  to  our  culture.  It's 

23  part  of  our  tribe,  the  Shoshone • Pa lut e  Tribe, 

24  And,  you  know,  like  vac  stated  earlier, 

~.S  there  are  cultural  sites  out  there.  Those  sites 


are  sacred.  They  have,  you  know,  some  of  the 
Paiuce  people  that  were  buried  out  there,  and  those 
arc  our  ancestors.  Ke'd  like  to  gc  out  there  and 
worship  in  our  o«n  way. 

Maybe  it's  not  to  the  understanding  of 
other  individuals  vhc  practice  other  -  -  come  from 
other  religious  groups  or  who  arc  members  of  other 
coour. It  1  «s  or  have  no  affiliation  with  Native 
Americans.  But  to  us  Indian  people,  to  the  elder*, 
the  elders  of  this  community,  they  want  to  keep 
those  kids  what  those  sites  are  out  there  for.  And 
if  we  can't  teach  our  youth,  what  more  do  ve  have 
13  in  our  culture?  And  that's  all  we've  got. 

And,  like  I  said,  we've  got  sons  acreage 
that  we  want  to  propose  But  as  far  ae  I'm 
concerned,  the  government.  United  States  government 
has  not  totally  been  faithful  to  our  people. 

African  Americans  in  l$30s  were  lied  to.  There  was 
a  study  dona  on  chi*  abcut  venereal  diseases  and 
they  were  lied  tc .  Nany  African  Americans  died 
because  of  that  study.  Now,  acne  continue  on,  you 
know,  lyirg  to  us  in  that  fashion. 

And  I'm  totally  tgainst  this  because,  you 
know,  I  feet  like  our  culture  is  important  to  uc  no 
watter  what  religious  group  you  belong  to.  Our 


culture  is  important.  That's  who  we  ore.  That'* 
where  we  come  from.  Our  people  are  buried  out 
there,  and  those  cultural  sites  are  very,  very 
important  to  us.  I  can't  state  that  enough. 

And,  you  know,  I  read  a  comment  in  a 
magazine.  The  best  site  other  than  the  Grand 
Canyon  in  the  48  lower  states  Is  the  Owyhee  de*art, 
and  t  would  like  to  keep  it  that  way.  I'm  against 
this  proposal,  all  three  sites. 

COLONEL  P0?E:  Thank  you  for  your  comments. 

The  next  speaker  is  ms.  Grace  Bukoweki. 


GRACE  BUICW3K I , 


008052 


appeared  and  gave  the  following  etatenenti 


NS.  BUKCWSXI :  Hi,  everyone.  Good  evening. 

My  name  is  Grace  Bukowcki.  I  work  for  the  Rural 
Alliance  for  Military  Accountability.  And  I'm  here 
tor.ight  --  I'n  honored  tc  he  here  tonight  on  your 
reservation  and  to  comment. 

I'd  first  like  to  *«y  that  I'm  really 
sort  of  sad  to  be  here.  This  Ls  the  fourth  tir.e 
that  I've  had  to  come  to  Idaho  end  Duck  valley  to 
testify  on  this  proposal,  and  that  makes  me  sad. 

But  cn  the  other  hand,  I’d  like  tc  thank 


1  the  Air  Force.  I  think  they  have  enriched  my  life, 

3  all  of  you. 

3  Th*  first  thtr.g  I  var.t  to  say  is  that  you 

4  need  to  be  aware  that  the  United  state®  Air  Force 

5  currently  overflies  25  percent  of  the  Native 

6  American  lands  in  this  country,  their  figure.  That 

7  doesn't  include  the  Navy.  That  doesn't  include  the 

8  Marines.  That  doesn't  include  the  Army. 

)  what  doe*  this  tell  us?  it  tells  us  tnat 

ID  they  do  not  respect  your  sovereignty.  They  have  no 
ll*  right  to  violate  yevr  land  or  your  airspace. 

12  I  want  tc  talk  a  little  bit  tonight  about 

13  two  issues  chat  you  need  to  be  concerned  abcut. 

14  The  first  one  ii  in  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact 

[15  Statement,  you’ll  find  a  comment  that  there's  no 

16  health  impacts  associated  with  the  use  of  chaff. 

17  This  la  a  sample  of  chaff.  I  invita 

18  anyone  in  this  rcora  to  look  at  it  and  see  how  it's 
19  broken  down.  You  can  tell  chat  this  would  be 

20  blowing  around  in  the  wind.  It  breaks  into  snail 

21  particles.  It  can  become  lodged  in  your  lungs,  not 
22  only  in  your  lungs,  bat  the  lungs  of  the  bird*  and 

23  the  animal*.  If  it  becomes  caught  in  your  iuegs, 

24  i t ' *  like  an  insecticide,  and  vc  all  know  what  that 

25  docs.  You  have  potential  health  risks  associated 
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Nov,  the  Air  Force's  documents  of  these 
health  risks,  most  recently  in  the  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  or.  the  airspace  expansion  in 
Alaska.  Yet  ws  come  to  Idaho,  and  there's  no 
i tr.p acta.  W.iat's  the  sto ty ?  X  don't  buy  it,  ar.d 
neither  should  you. 

In  Nevada,  this  has  been  a  big  issue. 

They  have  already  dropped  ten  trillion  fibers  of 
this  on  Nevada,  Okay? 

Right  r.ow,  they're  proposing.  Wfcat 
they're  doing  right  now,  they  estimate  that  each 
cartridge  oC  this  has  between  500,000  and  3  million 
fibers  in  it ,  So  right  nov  with  them  dropping 
27,000  cartridges  of  this  a  year,  you're  getting 
between  13.5  billion  and  61  billion  fibers  of  thin 
dropped  on  our  land. 

And  that's  not  all.  They  want  to 
increase  it  by  50  percent.  So  we're  talking 
anywhere  between  27  billion  and  160  billion  fibers 
of  this  dropped  onto  oar  land.  It's  noc  okay. 

They  have  never  dona  a  human  health  risk 
study  on  chaff.  it  doesn't  «xi»t.  But  since  we 
d.cm' t  have  a  study,  therefore,  there's  no  health 
risk.  I  don't  buy  it,  end  neither  should  you. 


Tha  second  thing  I'd  like  to  talk  abcut 
is  v«  heard  tonight  that  they're  going  to  drop  an 
ordinance  on  this  ranch.  And  you  don't  have  tc 
worry  about  this  because  it's  not  a  live  bomb. 
Okay?  I've  got  ordinances  that  have  this  little 
so-called  little  puff.  That's  going  to  come  cut. 
We  heard  them  say  it. 

well,  what's  that  puff?  Anybody  here 
know?  it's  titanium  tetrachloride.  Oh,  lovely 
stuff.  You'd  want  to  inhale  it.  Trust  me.  I'm 
being  sarcastic,  folks.  This  is  nasty,  nesty 


I  have  a  report  here  done  by  the  'Jo iced 
States  Department  oi  Health  end  Human  Services. 
This  io  dangerous  stuff.  rt  can  potentially  kill 
you.  You  don't  want  to  inhale  it.  It's 
dangerous.  And  I  have  copies  cf  the  executive 
summary  back  there. 

But,  anyway,  wfcat  this  means  to  all  of 
you  is  that  if  the  Air  Force  gets  its  bombing 
range,  you  have  to  say  good-bye  to  that  land.  ic1 
coing  to  be  poison.  it's  going  to  die. 

Acd  after  13  years  of  working  or.  this 
issue,  I  want  to  say  to  you  people  on  this 
reservation.  «•  love  you.  Seay  away  from  it.  it' 


dangerous.  And  I ' m  saying  that  fren  my  heart. 

They  will  kill  the  land.  And  it  win  be  gen* 
forever  because  they  don't  know  how  to  clean  it 
up.  They  just  don't  know  how  tc  clean  it  up. 

COLONEL  POPE;  Okay.  Are  you  finished  with 
your  comments? 

MS.  B'JI0W5KI  ;  i  have  one  more  statement. 

COLONEL  POPE i  You're  well  past  ycur  time,  but 
I'll  give  you  additional  time  at  the  end  cf  the 
hearing. 

MS.  B’JIOVTSKI  :  The  only  thing  I  want  to  say  to 
the  United  States  Air  Force  is  that  untiL  you 
change  ycur  policy  on  releasing  draft  environmental 
assessments  to  the  public,  we  cannct  trust  anything 
you  say,  because  they  can  tell  you  that  they're 

going  to  do  one  thing  one  day.  They'll  do  an 

in-heuse  environmental  assessment.  You  won't  have 
the  opportunity  to  participate  in  that 
decision-making  process.  It  win  change,  and  it's 
done,  and  you’re  out  of  it. 

COLCNEL  POPE;  Okay,  na'am.  Thank  you. 

MS.  B'JIOWSKIi  Thank  you. 

COLCNEL  POPE;  Once  again,  any  items  that  you 
want  to  to  made  part  of  the  record  you  have  to 
submit.  For  the  record,  you  were  holding  up  a 


plastic  bag  containing  something  and  also  seme 
documents . 

NS.  BUKCWSX1 j  I  will  be  submitting  them. 
COLONEL  POPE:  That's  up  to  you. 

MJ  right.  The  next  speaker  is  LaDawna 


LADAWNA  ROSE, 


003033 


appeared  and  gave  the  following  Btatenent; 


MISS  ROSS f  My  name  is  LaDawna  Rose.  I'm  a 
Shoshone- Paiute  from  Owyhee,  Nevada. 

I  gee  very  scared  of  all  tha  jeta  flying 
around.  When  my  great  grandmother  was  dying,  bless 
her  soul,  she  only  ate  native  foods.  She  said  the 
white  man  foods  didn't  taste  good.  She  ate  very 
little.  So  whatever  she  wanted  to  eat,  my  family 
would  make  it  for  her.  And  now  it  makes  me  feel 
ead  to  chink  of  how  you,  the  people,  don't  chink 
it's  very  important  if  you  scare  our  animals  off  or 
affect  their  coining  into  this  world. 

My  great  grandmother  also  used  herbs  and 
ate  berries  to  make  her  feel  better.  My  family  and 
I  would  go  out  and  pick  what  she  needed  to  make 
tea.  smudge,  or  just  to  have  in  case  she  or  anv 
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1 

ether  family  members  needed  then.  These  herbs  and 

1 

One  is  tb*  impact  that  this  expansion  nsy 

2  ■■ 

roots  are  also  found  in  the  Owyhee  desert. 

2 

have  on  our  hospital.  The  other  is,  as  a  taxpayer, 

3 

It  makes  me  sad  to  think  someday  vc  will 

3 

I  think  we've  visited  this  issue  long  enough.  Yes, 

4 

be  cut  off  from  going  to  the  Owyhee  desert  by 

4 

I'n  a  taxpayer,  in  spice  of  what  the  stereotyped 

5 

locked  gates  and  the  beautiful  animals  and  birds 

5 

imago  is  about  Native  Americans  not  paying  taxes. 

6 

scared  off  by  the  wild  jets.  3  would  hat*  to  have 

SB 

I  want  Jet  you  know  that  when  President  Reagan  was 

7 

a  bombing  range  close  by. 

■ 

governor  ©f  California,  I  paid  more  taxes  in  one  of 

8 

Thank  you . 

■1 

those  particular  years  than  he  did.  8c  I  am  a 

9 

COwONBL  POl’Bt  Thank  you  for  your  comments. 

taxpayer.  I'n  glad  to  be  one. 

10 

The  next  speaker  is  Mr.  Ralph  C . 

10 

I  support  the  Air  force's  training.  I  are 

11 

Scia'rfcns . 

11 

not  opposed  to  training.  I  think  that,  as  Ted 

12 

12 

Howard  said,  that  in  the  Pipeline,  there  ia  a 

;e-i 

0060S4 

FStfK  *.  SCISSOHS. 

13 

reference  that  the  composite  wing  is  the  moat 

14 

appeared  and  cave  the  folloving  statement: 

14 

well - prepa red  unit  in  the  military  system.  And  I 

15 

think  that  is  true.  There  in  evidence  of  that. 

16 

MR.  SCISSONS:  3  was  hoping  that  your 

16 

As  a  natter  of  fact,  many  scholars  have 

17 

arrangement  of  the  speakers  wouldn't  put  me  behind 

17 

studied  this  very  wall.  And  there  is  no  evidenco 

3.8 

one  of  the  youth  because  it's  hard  tc  follow  then. 

IB 

in  any  of  your  documents  testifying  to  need 

19 

They're  right  on  in  their  presentation. 

19 

necessity  except  to  eay  enhancement.  Wow,  those 

2C 

.  Good  evening,  Colonel  Pope.  Ky  name  is 

20 

•re  two  different  words,  enhancement  and 

21 

Ralph  Sciseons.  I'm  hers  as  the  chairnan  of  the 

21 

necessity.  They're  »  long  ways  apart. 

22 

buck  Valley  Shoahone-Paiuce  Tribal  Health  Board. 

22 

What  I'm  concerned  about,  though,  Is  what 

23 

And  there  has  boon  a  variety  of  issues  already 

23 

Eleanor  talked  about,  and  that  Is  you  know  how 

24 

addressed,  and  we  could  go  back  and  look  at  their 

24 

isolated  we  arc  here.  All  of  you  have  to  come  in 

25 

all  again,  but  I  want  to  focus  on  two. 

2$ 

here  thia  evening.  90  you  know  that  vc  are  ot  least 

179 
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00E055 

1 

o  hundred  miles  from  Mountain  Home  and 

K  BNB  T  DEFAULT, 

2 

approximately  150  from  Boise. 

2 

appeared  end  gave  the  following  statement: 

3 

Many  of  our  emergency  evecuatlons  are  by 

3 

4 

helicopter.  We  even  are  trying  to  propose  a 

4 

MS.  D’JFAULT:  My  r.t»*e  is  Renee  Oufault,  and 

5 

contract  for  fixed-wing  evacuation,  which  would  be 

5 

I'm  a  commissioned  officer  bainc  hailed  by  the 

6  : 

much  more  reasonable  than  helicopter.  So  that 

S 

Environmental  Protection  Agency  to  serve  as  the 

7 

airspace  is  very  vital  to  u».  And  emergencies 

7 

director  of  the  Shoshont -Paiute  Tribal  Environment 

6 

don't  occur  when  you're  not  practicing.  They  occur 

9 

Protaction  Program, 

9 

24  hours  a  day. 

9 

Colonel  Richey  covered  Alternatives  R ,  C, 

10 

The  other  issue,  as  I  said,  that  I  wanted 

10 

and  D,  but  he  neglected  to  mention  the  fourth 

11 

to  foeva  on,  is  I  believe  that  the  government  has 

11 

alternative,  Alternative  A.  Alternative  A  i«  the 

12 

spent  enough  on  this  unnecessary  expansion  ot  the 

12 

co  action  alternative.  Under  this  alternative,  the 

13 

fccrcbtng  range.  As  a  taxpayer,  l  »a  opposed  to  it. 

11 

Air  Force  would  not  be  allowed  to  build  the 

14 

I  favor  Alternative  A. 

14 

enhancement  training  range. 

15 

Thank  yen  vary  much  and  good  evening. 

35 

Alternative  a  is  the  onLy  alternative  the 

16 

COLONEL  POPS:  Thank  you  for  your  comments. 

16 

Shoahene*Pwivee  Tribes  will  accept  at  this  point. 

17 

The  next  speaker  Is  Renee  Duf suit . 

17 

The  Shoshone-raiute  are  active  in  the  preservation 

13 

! 

IB 

of  all  environmental  resources.  Under  Alternative 

19 

j 

19 

A,  the  r.o  action  olternatlve,  there  will  be  no 

20 

1 

2D 

impacts  or.  human  health  cr  the  environment. 

21 

1 

i 

21 

Many  tribal  meirbere  feel  that  the 

22 

i 

22 

existing  Saylor  Creek  range  and  the  remote  ranges 

23 

■ 

23 

are  sufficient  apace  to  provide  the  needed  training 

24 

24 

areas.  These  areas  have  already  been  exposed  to 

25 

25 

i  adverse  effect*  and  should  continue  tc  be  used  for 
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their  designated  purposes.  if  the  Saylor  Creek 
range  does  not  provide  for  realistic  training 
opportunities,  surely  it  can  be  modified  to  meet 
the  requirements  for  training. 

Many  of  us  here  have  seen  the  hardship  of 
chose  of  our  military  porsonnel  when  they  nust  he 
deployed  te  train  at  remote  ranges.  Many  of  us 
here  ourselves  have  served  in  the  military.  some 
of  us  are  Vietnam  veterans.  Military  personnel 
must  remember  that  deployment  is  a  way  cf  life  of 
the  military. 

Military  personnel  must  also  remenr.ber 
that  they  signed  an  oath  when  they  volunteered  to 
serve  in  the  military.  upon  signing  this  oath, 
each  member  swore  to  obey  the  orders  cf  the 
president  of  the  United  States  and  the  orders  of 
their  commanding  officers.  When  military  personnel 
are  deployed,  they  are  ordered  to  do  eo  by  their 
commanding  officer.  If  the  military  personnel  do 
not  v*nt  to  deploy,  thee  maybe  they  should  not  be 
in  Che  military. 

The  tribes  understand  training  in  remote 
ranges  costs  money.  We  knew  it  would  be  more 
efficient  to  train  as  they  come,  but  we  are  sure 
that  your  commander  in  chief,  President  Clinton, 


1  Basically,  it  says  that  ve  are  going  to 

2  expect  that  cho  PAA  is  going  to  approve  the  use  of 

3  the  airspace.  And  if  it  hasn't  been  approved  yet 

4  and  it  has  to  do  with  making  sure  that  this  rar.gs 

5  proposal  --  you  knew,  it's  a  connected  action  to 

«  this  range  proposal,  then  all  of  the  effects  of 

7  having  supersonic  flight  nust  be  analysed  in  this 

DP-5  8  Environmental  impact  Statement,  It's  a  cumulative 
9  effect.  And  under  nbpa,  it  must  be  looked  at 
JLO  together. 

11  Also,  the  purpose  and  need  section  of  the 

12  environmental  Impact  Statement  refers  to  the  Air 

13  Force's  Rapid  Response  Air  Expeditionary  Wing,  and 

PN-16  14  it  seems  to  imply  to  be  separate  from  the  366th 

15  «ing.  And  I  would  like  a  little  i.ore  information, 

16  not  now.  But  at  some  point,  I  would  like  that  as 

17  to  how  it  relates  to  the  366th  wing  and  its 
_16  training. 

Also,  something  Z  >.*ve  noticod  In  the 

20  Environmental  Impact  Stetenent  is  that  when  it 

21  refers  tc  cultural  resources,  it  talks  about 

22  sites.  •  It  talks  about  buildings,  historical 

123  districts.  Thera  is  no  mention  of  thing*  which  are 
CU-I3  24  not  tangible  in  terms  of  values,  which  culture  is 


25  value,  things  that  are  not  physical  bur.  things  that 


nave  importance  to  cultures.  And  this  needs  tc  be 
looked  at  in  detail  in  the  Environmental  Impact 
Statement . 

And,  also,  all  of  the  alternatives  assume 
that  the  FAX  is  going  tc  approve  proposed  airspace 
nedLf ic at ion ft  to  increase  the  ceiling  to  18, COO 
feet  above  ground  level .  It  has  not  been  approved 
at  this  point.  Even  Alternative  A  does  not  address 
this  issue.  And  I  would  like  to  see  some  ether 
details  cn  that . 

Now,  1  would  like  to  talk  about 
specif ically  what  I  have  seen  ss  Car  as  the  emitter 
sites  in  Idaho.  I'm  sure  all  cf  you  are  familiar 
with  the  Grasmere  emitter  site  that  is  just  sooth 
of  the  Grasmere  station.  That  site  is  under  a  BL.M 
lease.  It'a  called  a  right-of-way.  And  that  cite 
is  exactly  the  same  type  of  situation  as  all  30 
sitas  in  thi*  proposal. 

That  is  under  blk  management .  And  within 
the  lest  five  years,  since  that  site  was  approved, 
the  Air  Force  doubled  the  «i2*  cf  the  site  without 
prior  notification  or  approval  from  the  BLX  or  the 
public.  If  these  3C  emitter  sites  are  scattered 
across  the  Owyhee  desert,  within  five  tc  ten  years, 
they  will  double,  if  net  quadruple,  in  slid.  The 
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Air  Pore*  will  invest  millions  of  dollars  on  rh«se 

GE-1  i 

0030S? 

EDITH  MANNING,  ^ 

sites  and  then  withdraw  the  land  Cron  public  utt. 

2 

appeared  and  gave  the  following  statement: 

Your  access  viii  be  cut  off,  and  this  has  been  done 

1 

in  Nevada.  it's  not  something  they  don't  know 

4 

MS.  MANNING:  Ky  r.ame  is  Edith  Manning.  I'm  a 

about . 

5 

member  of  the  Stoshone-Poiute  Tribe,  ar.d  I  reside 

So  I  would  encourage  you  all  to  take  « 

6 

in  Duck  Valley  Reservation  on  the  Idaho  side.  J  am 

look  at  Grasmere  and  see  and  remember  that  when 

7 

also  one  of  the  planners  for  the  tribe. 

they  approve  theso,  especially  under  a  right-of-way 

4 

One  of  the  areas  that  weeds  to  be  looked  I 

agreement  as  the  new  Enhanced  Training  In  Idaho 

9 

into  a  lot  rr.orc  is  the  effect  that  it's  going  to 

proposal,  you  will  be  etut  out  of  this  process,  *nd 

LO 

have  on  our  economic  development.  Many  years  ago, 

the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  vil)  rot  step  in  to 

LI 

we  had  salmon  come  up  fren  the  Pacific  Ocean,  and 

let  the  public  know. 

12 

it  was  a  mainstay  of  our  people  in  this  area.  And 

Thank  you. 

13 

look  what  happened  in  the  name  of  progress.  All 

COLONEL  POPB :  Thank  you  for  vour  comments. 

14 

the  dams  from  the  Columbia.  Snake,  and  the  Owyhee 

The  next  speaker  is  Ms.  sdith  Manning . 

15 

cut  off  the  fisheries. 

18 

We  are  just  beginning  to  mak*t  way  for  the 

17 

developed  fiaheries  that's  in  tune  with  our 

18 

lifestyle  here.  We're  doing  economic  development 

19 

that  protects  our  wildlife,  that  protect*  our 

2C 

current  fisheri-s.  We're  going  to  build  a  r.ew 

21 

lake. 

22 

You'rs  proposing  to  expand  In  the  wild 

23 

Horse  area  That  is  also  part  of  our  econonlc 

24 

development.  we  have  camping  sessions  up  there. 

25 

wa  have  people  come  in  from  all  ever 

18  7 

iae 

California,  Oregon,  Washington,  Idaho,  Utah  to  fish 

GE-1  i 

JAMES  A.  PAIVA,  0CS0S9 

Xr.  our  areas.  They've  been  coming  here  for  30 

2 

appeared  and  gave  the  following  statement: 

years . 

3 

Whan  you  increased  this,  ve  finally  got 

4 

MR.  PAIVA:  1  want  to  focus  on  a  couple 

you  to  atop  a  lot  of  the  sonic  boons.  it'*  not 

3 

things.  Senator  Harry  Reid,  a  Democrat  from 

only  our  culture  which  is  moac  important,  but  it't 

8 

Nevada,  said  he  opposes  the  military's  enhanced 

our  future  life  here  that  this  3IS  needs  to  look 

7 

training  range  plan  because  it  u*«»  128  acres  in 

at . 

8 

Nevada  airspace  east  of  DucX  Valley  and  Duck 

This  gentleman  here  hit  the  nail  on  the 

9 

Valley.  And  he  fe*l*  that  the  Pendleton  Naval  Air 

head  when  he  said  ws  like  to  sic  out.  We  like  cur 

10 

Station  and  Nellis  Air  force  Base  has  contributed 

peace  and  quiet.  This  peace  and  q  u  i  « t  means 

» 

more  than  it*  share  for  the  good  of  the  nation. 

bringing  economic  development  to  us,  and  wo'd  like 

12 

Nov,  I  want  to  hit  on  one  other  thing, 

to  keep  it  that  way. 

13  ; 

that  this  tribe.,  in  th*  last  50  years,  has  been 

Thar.k  you. 

n  ; 

i 

!  fighting  for  our  ground,  our  aquifer.  we've  been 

COLONEL  POPB :  Thank  you  for  your  coi.nents. 

15  ] 

fighting  for  our  mother  rights,  and  now  we're 

The  last  scheduled  speaker  at  this  time 

16 

fighting  for  our  airspace.  And  It's  been  ir.  the 

is  Chairman  Paiva. 

17 

last  50  years.  And  I ' m  a  taxpayer,  too. 

18 

And  at  this  point,  I  think  the  tribe  will 

19 

support  Alternative  Nc .  A,  and  I  want  to  thank 

20 

ycu . 

21 

COLONEL  POPS;  I've  just  been  handed  two 

22 

additional  cards,  so  we  have  two  more  speakers. 

23 

Ms.  Lena  Black? 

24 

25 

_ _ _ - _ ! 
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LENA  BLACK,  O0S059 
appeared  and  gave  tbe  following  statement: 


MS.  BLACK:  Hello,  my  people.  I  vane  to  ask 
you  something,  When  do  the  government  fulfill  its 
promise  to  the  Indian  people?  They  never  fulfill 
their  word  and  what  their  promise  is  to  the 
people.  The  promise  still  stands,  because  1  live 
ir.  Idaho.  I*tt.  a  resident  of  Idaho.  And  I  don’t 
want  that  bombing  range  to  be  going  on  closer  to 
where  our  reservation  is. 

The  government  should  know  what  it's 
doing.  It  never  promises  the  Indian  people  to  the 
peace  white  and  friendship  and  where  are  they? 

Vfcat  happened?  They  should  think  about  that.  * 

The  sacred  ground,  they  kr.ow.  That's  why 
ve  call  it  a  sacred  ground.  It  used  to  be  an  old 
boundary,  but  they're  not  old  boundary.  The 
government  should  know  and  talk  for  the  people  and 
do  the  right  way  to  the  Indian  people,  not  doing 
themselves.  They're  supposed  to  listen  to  the 
Indian  -people . 

The  creators  are  one.  They  put 
everything  on  this  mother  earth  for  the  Indian 
people  to  survive  with.  I  don't  want  to  see 


something  happen  like  this  without  Che  promise  to 


Thank  you. 

COLONEL  ?0?F:  Thank  you  Cor  your  comments. 
The  last  speaker  is  Mr.  Joe  Prior. 


0060 GO 


appeared  and  gave  the  following  statement: 


MR.  PRIOR:  Good  evening,  folks.  I'll 
Introduce  myself  first.  M.y  name  is  Joe  Prior.  I'n 
a  member  of  the  Shoshone -Paiute  Tribe  on  the 
reservation . 

And  I've  bean  through  the  proposal,  and 
we  would  reject  the  Battle  Creek  area.  We've  been 
through  that  before.  We  fought  our  battles  down  at 
the  courthouse.  And  I  oppose  that  Grasmere 
proposal.  Ha  oppose  that. 

But  it’s  good  to  see  you  guys  out  there. 
3c t  ore  thing  I  wanted  tc  remind,  you  is  that  uhis 
Is  Indian  country.  And  years  aco,  when  the  Army 
came  to  thia  reservation,  the  war  Department  looked 
after  the  Indians,  but  that'e  never  been  done.  So 
now  they've  put  us  out  hers  and  then  they  want  us 
to  go  there,  and  now  we  want  back  our  land,  our 
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MARJORIE  PUHLLA,  OOBGG\ 

2  appeared  and  gave  the  following  statement; 

3 

4  MS.  PU2LLA:  My  nan»  i«  Marjorie  Hall  Puclla. 

5  I  am  a  Shoshone.  I  don't  really  live  her*  anymore, 

6  but  still  I  feel  chat  I  natd  to  say  eonething. 

7  I  live  in  Papago,  Arirona,  which  it  70 

8  wiles  west  of  Tucson,  Arizona  where  Oevis  Mochnm 

9  Mr  Force  Bate  ie  located.  And  w»'v«  had  this  very 

10  similar  problem  on  the  reservation  where  1  live 

11  where  people  were  complaining  about  ell  the  noise 

12  and  destruction  and  scaring  of  the  animals  and 

11  making  cracks  in  the  building  vails,  which  are  net 
14  very  easy  to  rede. 

1*  l  remember  one  teacher  who  heard  the 

16  planes  flying  over  the  school  buildings.  She  told 

17  her  students  to  duck  under  the  table.  1  mean,  under 

18  their  desks,  and  they  did.  And.  unfortunately,  she 

10  was  standing  by  the  window  and  it  shattered  the 

20  window  and  cut  her  on  the  leg.  And  that's 
2-  documented  with  the  Air  Force  because  they  had  to 
22  pay  her  medical  expanses. 

The  other  thing  that  I  was  very  curious 

24  about  is  i  read  here  io  the  papers  how  at  Cavls 

25  Kocham  they've  been  worried  for  the  past  several 


years  that  they  were  on  the  closure  list  Cor  the 
military.  And  ny  question  is,  how  come  Mountain 
Home  Air  Force  Base  wants  to  expand  when  the 
military  is  downsiting  everything  else?  That,  you 
know,  has  been  plaguing  my  uind  since  I  have  been 
sitting  here  in  the  audience. 

And  I  am  concerned,  like  the  rest  of  the 
people  that  spoke  earlier,  that  tbe  --  and  I  have 
just  been  reading  a  lor  of  Nevada  and  Idaho  history 
about  all  of  the  injustices  chat  have  been  done  to 
the  Indian  people,  and  I  guess  maybe  you  just  got 
*y  Indian  up  today. 

Thank  you. 

COIONZI  POPE:  Thar.k  you  for  your  comment  a  . 

I  have  received  ar.  additional  card  sf  a 
person  who  has  net  spoken  before.  The  next  speaker 
i»  Xr .  Robert  Bear. 


GE-1  i 


ROBIRT  BEAR.  00S0G£ 
appeared  and  gave  the  following  statement » 

MK.  DEAR i  Ky  name  is  Robert  Dear.  I*m  the 
national  resources  director  for  the  Shoshone- Paiutw 
Tribe.  And  it  really  makes  tne  happy  to  see  this 
many  people  involved,  especially  our  elders  ar.d  our 


9  I  prstty  much  agree  with  my  brethren  cn 

this  area  of  all  the  proposed  areas,  especially  the 

11  sensitive  areas  around  Crasmere.  Z  simply  remember 

12  what  »y  grand  folks  used  to  tell  me.  And  I've 

13  listened  to  what  n.y  elder*  said.  And  the  youth, 

14  they're  really  Involved  right  now.  And  it  makes  me 

15  happy  to  know  that. 

16  As  you  know,  you've  heard  from  all 

17  aspect*  from  our  tribe;  our  youth,  our  elders,  our 

18  concerns  from  our  tribal  council  chairman  and  our 

19  tribal  chairman  and  as  others  came  here  to  speak 

29  tonight.  And  it's  going  to  really  affect,  not  cnj.y 

21  our  way  of  life,  but  our  future  Tor  our  youth. 

22  pretty  much  once  this  land  is  taker,  over, 

23  from  what  I  see,  it  never  car.  be  taken  back  as 

24  we're  having  some  problems  with  the  mires,  as  you 

25  all  know.  As  soon  as  you  hear  the  mine,  you  know 


1  what's  going  to  happen  to  the  ground  and  pretty 

7  much  the  life  around  it.  And  that's  one  of  toy  main 

3  concerns  here. 

4  This  is  only  a  Draft  IIS,  and  I'm  really 

5  worried  about  what  is  going  to  be  in  the  fir.al. 

6  And  as  for  me  as  the  natural  resources  director,  I 

7  oppose  all  the  ereae  for  this  bombing  range. 

•  And  chat's  all  I  have  to  aay  tonight. 

9  C0L0H8L  POPBt  Thank  you,  Robert  Bear. 

10  Apparently,  we're  getting  additional 

11  comments,  but  the  next  speaker  is  Mr.  Johnson 

12  Jackson. 


GE-1  14 


JORNSON  JACKSON,  0060G3 


15  appeared  and  gave  the  following  statement i 

16 

17  HR.  JACKSOUi  Hello.  I'm  the  pastor  at  the 

18  Assembly  of  Cod  church  here  cn  the  reservation. 

19  In  looking  through  this  whole  process 

20  that  started  several  years  back,  one  of  the  things 

21  I  feel  chat  is  very  unfair  to  our  Indian  people 

22  here  is  that  there  is  a  land  grab  that  is  going 

23  on.  And  this  is  has  taken  place  in  times  past 

24  whore  it  was  just  taken  because  of  greed  and 

25  because  of  the  financial  gain  that  people  would  get 
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from  it.  And  it  was  always  at  the  expense  of  our 
Indian  people.  And  I  feel  that  it  shouldn't 
happen.  We  have  been  stepped  on  long  enough. 

And  there  are  many  times  that  people  in 
the  media,  the  Idaho  Statesman  as  well  as  the 
various  television  and  radio  stations,  have  used 
this  process  to  treat  our  Indian  people  as  though 
they  are  the  enemy.  And  as  Arnold  stated  earlier, 
we  have  people  who  served  in  war  that  actually  gave 
their  lives  in  service  for  this  country.  And  I 
feel  that  it  is  unfair  that,  because  of  all  the 
negative  that  is  happening  here  against  your 
proposal,  that  they  should  treat  us  in  that  manner 
when  we  have  done  what  we  can  in  serving  our 
country . 

And  so  I  feel  that  it  would  be  beneficial 
for  the  Air  Force,  regardless  of  the  support  of  the 
proposal  or  the  support  or  the  opposition  of  these 
proposals,  that  you  should  be  able  to  make  a 
statement  that  regardless  of  the  opposition,  that 
the  Indian  people  here  are  not  your  enemies  and 
they  shouldn't  be  treated  as  such  by  the  media.  I 
feel  that  they  have  taken  full  advantage  of 
treating  our  people  in  this  way  in. the  negative 
responses  that  they  have  given  about  our  people 


lives  that  the  Air  Force  and  the  state  of  Idaho 
have  pulled  from  our  people. 

COLONEL  POPE:  Thank  you  for  your  comments. 

I  have  one  remaining  new  speaker,  and 
that's  Ms.  Debbie  Gibson. 

DEBBIE  GIBSON,  003064 

appeared  and  gave  the  following  statement: 

MS.  GIBSON:  Hi.  My  name  is  Debbie  Gibson, 
and  I  live  here  on  Duck  Valley. 

I  have  three  children  chat  are  tribal 
members,  and  we  all  practice  the  traditional  ways. 
And  it's  real  tough  for  these  kids  growing  up 
nowadays,  and  we  really  depend  on  our  traditional 
ways  to  try  to  keep  them  on  this  good  road. 

And  when  they're  trying  to  pray  and  the 
jets  come  over,  it  cuts  you  off  from  praying.  And 
it's  real  sad  because  these  kids  need  that. 

And  the  sonic  booms,  man,  they're 
something  else.  We've  moved  into  a  new  house  now, 
but  before,  we  used  to  live  in  a  trailer.  And  when 
them  booms  would  come,  it  would  throw  people  off 
the  couches.  I  mean,  it  threw  somebody  off  the 
couch,  and  he  was  pretty  dang  mad  about  it.  He 


198 

1 

here . 

2 

And  I've  got  one  more  comment,  and  this 

3 

kind  of  brings  out  the  radical  part  of  me  that  you 

4 

guys  have  never  seen.  And  I  just  say  this 

S 

jokingly,  but  in  times  past,  the  Air  Force  has 

6 

stated  that  there  are  no  low-level  flights  over  the 

7 

reservation,  and  I  have  seen  them.  I  have  seen 

8 

them  where  they  have  been  as  low  as  the  roof  of 

9 

this  building  over  me,  over  my  hone. 

10 

And  I  would  just  like  to  make  the  comment 

11 

or  this  question.  Would  it  be  okay  if  our  people 

12 

and  the  surrounding  ranchers  when  you  are  stating 

13 

that  they  are  limited  in  how  low  they  can  fly,  can 

14 

we  mark  them  when  they  fly  low  to  prove  to  you  that 

15 

they  are  violating  their  direct  orders? 

16 

And  I'm  just  saying  that.  I  would  never 

17 

do  it  myself.  But  I  want  you  to  know  that  they  do 

18 

fly  low. 

19 

And  it  does  hurt  the  people.  It  hurts 

20 

the  children.  When  we  first  got  here  six  years 

21 

ago,  my  children  ran  into  the  house  because  of  the 

22 

sonic  booms.  And  I  remember  the  windows,  the  doors 

23 

shaking,  literally  shaking  as  a  result  of  that. 

24 

And  I  directly  oppose  any  of  the  ranges  that  will 

25 

go  out  here  because  of  that  and  because  of  the 

almost  got  shot  out  of  the  air  that  time. 

Anyhow,  you  guys,  you've  got  to  think 
about  the  youth.  I  mean,  in  town,  you  know,  you 
have  all  these  problems  with  the  kids  and  the  drugs 
and  alcohol.  And  we're  trying  real  hard  here  to 
keep  our  kids  from  doing  chat,  and  we  depend  on 
these  ways  for  that.  And  when  we  depend  on  these 
ways,  we  can't  have  the  jets  interfering  with  us, 
or  the  booms  interfering  with  us  like  that. 

Thank  you. 

COLONBL  POPE:  Thank  you. 

All  right.  I  have  four  people  who  have 
indicated  they  would  like  to  finish  up  their 
comments.  This  hearing  has  to  end  at  a  reasonable 
hour.  If  you  take  too  long  or  talk  too  long,  the 
person  waiting  to  speak,  it  would  make  it  difficult 
for  them.  So  I'm  going  to  ask  you  if  you  would 
limit  your  comments  to  five  more  minutes. 

I'm  also  going  to  remind  you  that  you 
should  be  commenting  on  the  Environmental  Impact 
Statement.  If  you  go  off  on  other  tangents,  you're 
actually  making  it  harder  for  the  people  reviewing 
your  comments  to  find  the  ones  that  relate 
specifically  to  the  proposal,  so  you  would  do 
yourself  a  good  service  if  you  would  do  that. 
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1 

So  the  first  speaker  to  begin  again  would 

1 

the  Columbia  River  where,  in  the  middle  of  the 

2 

be  Terry  Gibson.  If  you  would  give  him  a 

2 

Columbia  River,  they  shot  a  lot  of  them  with 

3 

one-minute  warning  after  four  minutes. 

3 

bullets  full  of  holes. 

4 

4 

Our  people  were  held  as  prisoners  of  war 

GE-1  5 

TERRY  GIBSON,  00S0G5 

5 

for  five  years.  Upon  their  release,  they  were 

6 

appeared  and  gave  the  following  statement: 

8 

released  back  to  go  to  their  homeland  in  the 

7 

7 

Boise/Bruneau  valleys.  When  they  got  back  to  their 

8 

MR.  GIBSON:  Thank  you,  Colonel,  for  hearing 

8 

homeland,  the  Immigrants  had  taken  up  all  of  their 

9 

us  again. 

9 

land . 

10 

I  want  to  speak  a  little  bit  to  our 

10 

The  Boise  and  Bruneau  valley,  which  is 

11 

people  out  here,  as  a  leader  of  this  tribe. 

11 

referenced  in  your  SIS,  has  a  great  bearing  upon 

12 

Something  that  came  about  a  couple  of  months  ago  is 

12 

what  we're  talking  about  here.  The  federal 

13 

that  the  United  States  Air  Force,  through  Senator 

13 

government  does  not  own  this  land  that  is  in 

14 

Kempthorne's  office,  has  transferred  authority  or 

14 

question  here.  Those  treaties  seeded  that  land  to 

15 

is  attempting  to  transfer  authority  of  this  bombing 

15 

the  federal  government. 

18 

range  over  to  the  National  Guard. 

18 

However,  the  United  States  Congress  did 

17 

I  think  the  Air  Porce  needs  to  know  that 

17 

not  ratify  those  treaties,  but  there  is  no 

18 

the  National  Guard  is  the  predecessor  of  the  Idaho 

16 

mechanism  or  no  legal  transfer  of  these  lands  to 

19 

volunteers.  The  Idaho  volunteers  are  the  people 

19 

the  federal  government.  They  are  still  owned  by 

20 

that  came  and  hunted  other  people  down  and  caused 

20 

the  Shoshone  * Paiute  people. 

21 

all  of  these  burial  sites  out  in  the  Owyhee 

21 

This  is  what  X  forgot  to  give  in  my 

22 

desert.-  They  came  down  and  they  hunted  our  people 

22 

testimony  because  this  is  going  to  become  a  legal 

23 

down,  and  they  force -marched  them  from  Fort  Simcoe, 

23 

issue  in  this  whole  process.  And  there's  three 

24 

Washington  in  the  dead  of  winter.  There  was  around 

24 

senators  that  are  on  the  board  that  are  willing  to 

25 

800  people  that  went.  And  they  took  them  across 

25 

take  this  issue  up,  because  I  know  in  the  EIS,  you 

203 

204 

1 

state  that  you  guys  are  not  responsible  for  any 

1 

involved  in  it. 

2 

treaties  or  anything  like  that.  But  the  BLM  and 

2 

I  want  to  quote  to  you  words  of  our  chief 

3 

the  Department  of  Interior  is  responsible  for  this, 

3 

who  is  still  living  today,  Chief  Eagle  Tail  of  the 

4 

and  we  will  push  for  you  people  to  show  us  that  you 

4 

Paiute  and  Shoshone  people.  His  words  are,  "We  are 

5 

have  title  to  these  lands. 

5 

a  peaceful  people.  But  if  you  push  us,  if  you  push 

8 

Our  people  depend  on  these  areas.  What 

6 

us  into  a  forum,  we  will  fight."  And  that's  where 

7 

these  folks  and  my  people  are  saying  about  sonic 

7 

we  stand  today. 

6 

booms,  you  have  not  come  down  and  replaced  windows 

8 

Thank  you . 

9 

that  have  been  broken.  You  have  not  repaired  walls 

9 

COLONEL  POPE:  Thank  you . 

10 

that  have  been  cracked.  You  have  not  helped  any 

GE-2io 

Ted  Howard  may  speak  again.  The  same 

11 

rancher  out  that  has  been  bucked  off  of  his  horse 

n 

rules,  five  minutes,  so  somebody  else  will  get  a 

12 

because  of  these  low  overflights.  You  people 

12 

chance  also. 

13 

totally  disrespect  ub. 

13 

14 

And  I  say  we  are  part  of  this  process. 

14 

TED  HOWARD,  00806G 

15 

And  as  a  leader  of  this  tribe,  I  have  dedicated 

15 

appeared  and  gave  the  following  statement: 

IS 

myself  to  be  part  of  this  process  until  you  folks 

16 

17 

deviate  away  from  that  process  that  the  secretary 

17 

MR.  HOWARD:  Thank  you. 

18 

has  laid  out  for  us.  You  folks  chose  to  ignore  his 

18 

I'd  like  to  couch  a  little  bit  on  an 

19 

orders . 

19 

issue  that  was  touched  on  by  the  lady  that  spoke 

20 

AIbo,  Senator  Kempthorne  told  us  that  if 

20 

about  the  downsizing  of  the  military. 

21 

we  were  part  of  this  process,  that  we  would  have 

21 

The  military  has  downsized  quite  a  lot, 

22 

jobs  at  this  training  range.  We  would  have 

22 

but  they  have  not  relinquished  any  airspace.  So, 

23 

contracts  to  build  fences.  we  would  have  contracts 

23 

therefore,  I  feel  that  they  have  more  than  enough 

24 

to  build  facilities.  Now  we  see  it's  all  going  to 

24 

airspace  to  play  in. 

25 

the  National  Guard,  so  this  tribe  is  no  longer 

25 

And  another  thing  I  wanted  to  touch  on  is 

_ 1 
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12 
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14 
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16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 

23 

24 
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our  veterans  here.  We  have  a  lot  of  veterans  among 
us.  Robert  that  spoke  is  a  Desert  Storm  veteran. 
Some  of  our  other  brothers  that  were  here  have 
probably  gone  home.  But  we  have  veterans  from 
every  world  war  and  every  conflict  that  the  United 
States  has  ever  been  involved  in. 

And  what  I ' m  speaking  at  is  I  spoke  a 
little  bit  about  this  on  my  tour  in  South  Carolina 
and  Virginia.  But  there  was  a  comment  that  was 
made  here  one  time  that  a  little  bit  of  noise  is  a 
small  price  to  pay  for  your  freedom.  And  I  think 
the  Native  American  people  have  paid  quite  a  lot 
for  this  freedom.  And  we  have  our  brothers  here, 
our  people  that  have  fought  in  these  conflicts  that 
have  gave  their  lives  for  their  freedom. 

And  one  of  the  things  that  we  spoke  about 
when  we  was  in  Fort  Langley,  Langley,  Virginia,  is 
I  spoke  on  this  a  little  bit.  Z  said,  you  people 
say  the  ultimate  price  to  give  for  your  country  is 
one's  life.  We  have  our  people,  not  only  from  this 
reservation,  but  from  throughout  the  Indian 
communities  throughout  the  country.  We  have  served 
the  country,  and  we  have  paid  with  our  lives,  and 
out  here  in  this  land  in  question  in  Idaho  and 
Nevada,  we  have  our  ancestors  that  also  paid  the 
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Home  Air  Force  Base.  And  as  a  community,  it  is 
very  important  that  we  have  our  freedom  to  be  able 
to  move  in  whichever  way  we  need  to  move  at  any 
time  . 

And  I  think  with  a  little  respect  to  the 
people,  again,  that  you  people  have  enough  airspace 
to  play  in.  And  I  think  it's  very  important  that 
we  be  able  to  -*  as  a  sovereign  nation,  we  need  to 
be  able  to  move  around,  too. 

But  those  are  the  things  I  wanted  to  talk 
about.  And  in  respect  to  our  veterans  here,  as  I 
was  saying  earlier,  you  know,  a  lot  of  our 
people  --  Ed  was  one  of  them.  He  was  a  Special 
Forces  helicopter  pilot  that  died  on  the  Cambodian 
border.  Another  one  of  our  brothers  that  died  over 
there  was  Larry  Parker.  He  was  on  his  second  or 
third  tour  over  there.  But  these  are  the  kind  of 
people  that  we  have.  And  someone  else  was  a 
wel 1 - decorated  veteran.  He  was  here  earlier.  And 
we  have  a  lot  of  decorated  veterans  that  served  in 
Vietnam  and  other  wars.  I  myself  served  in  the 
Central-  Highlands  in  1968  to  '69  with  the  Fourth 
Infantry  Division. 

And  I  ask  you  people  to  consider  those 
things  and  respect  the  Native  American  people  in 
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ultimate  price  for  their  freedom. 

And  that's  why  this  land  is  very 
important  to  us.  what  happens  out  there,  as  Terry 
touched  on  the  unratified  treaties  on  the  Idaho 
side.  But  there  is  one,  the  Ruby  Doughty  treaty  on 
the  Nevada  side,  that  I  believe  there's  still  a  lot 
of  negotiations  to  be  gone  through  as  far  as  the 
land  status  in  Nevada. 

So  no  matter  which  way  you  turn,  Indian 
lands  are  involved  and  Native  Americans  are  always 
involved  in  that.  And  I  just  wanted  to  share  those 
things . 

And  also  I  want  to  speak  a  little  bit 
about  the  airspace.  The  airspace,  to  us,  is  very 
important  because  we  are  also  a  community,  as 
Mr.  Scissons  spoke.  He's  still  sitting  there. 

We're  looking  a  little  bit  at  air 
ambulance  service,  and  right  now  we  have  life 
flight  work  out  of  Saint  A1 ' s .  And  if  this  bombing 
range  becomes  a  reality,  we  cannot  risk  having  the 
airspace  north  of  us  or  maybe  even  over  the  top  of 
us  being  restricted,*  because  once  the  airspace  is 
restricted,  that  means  we  cannot  fly  in  that 
airspace  without  prior  permission  from  the 
controlling  agency,  which  in  this  case  is  Mountain 


208 

that  way  because,  as  Terry  said,  we  still  continue 
to  fight  today.  We  are  still  warriors  today,  but 
only  we  fight  in  paper  nowadays. 

Thank  you. 

COLONEL  POPE:  Thank  you. 

All  right.  Ms.  Carrie  Dan  will  speak 

again . 

CARRIE  DAN,  008QG7 

appeared  and  gave  the  following  statement: 

MS.  DAN:  Hi.  Well,  I  was  talking  about  the 
traditional  way  of  life  of  the  western  Shoshone  and 
the  Paiute  people.  They're  not  very  different. 

And  the  respect  that  we  have  for  all  life  that 
lives  on  this  earth.  We  call  this  earth  our 
mother.  And  sacredness  of  the  water  that's  on  it.  ' 
Also,  the  sacredness  of  the  air.  This  is  very 
important  to  us,  because  if  there  is  no  air  or 
movement  of  the  air  --  we  call  it  the  winds  -- 
there  would  also  be  no  life.  Let  us  cake  the  sun 
in  tune  with  one' s' life.  So  we  have  four  important 
things:  the  sun,  the  air,  the  water,  and  the 

earth . 

I  see,  as  I  come  from  Nevada,  we  have  a 
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needs  assessment  with  some  independent  oversight 
including  the  Department  of  Interior  and  the  FAA 
and  all  branches  of  the  military.  We're  not  going 
to  accept  a  national  needs  assessment  from  the  Air 
Force  alone. 

I'd  also  like  to  put  on  the  record  that 
it's  time  that  we  have  a  program-managed 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  or  activities  in 
Utah.  Nevada,  Idaho,  Colorado,  New  Mexico,  and 
Arizona.  The  reason  I  say  this  is  Eric  hit  the 
nail  on  the  head.  Oh,  yes. 

Base  closure  realignment  is  nothing  more 
than  a  scam  on  the  American  people  when  it  comes  to 
natural  resources.  Okay?  You  look  at  what's 
happened  at  other  base  closure  and  realignment. 

Oh,  yeah,  they  closed  down  bases  in  the  city  and 
they're  moving  everything  to  the  west.  Why? 

Because  there's  fewer  of  us,  so  we're  the 
expendable  population. 

There  is  an  expansion  in  every  one  of 
these  states.  Utah,  the  Air  Force  wants  to  double 
the  size  of  the  Lusind  Mowah  (phonetic),  and  we  all 
know  what  that  is.  In  Nevada,  they  want  to  double 
everything.  I  mean,  everything  they've  got  they 
want  to  double.  Idaho,  you  know  about  it. 


range,  the  Saylor  Creek.  I  forget  all  the  names. 

Yet  in  this  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Statement,  you're  not  going  to  find  any  analysis  of 
cumulative  noise  impacts.  And  when  I  say  that,  you 
don't  have  any  analysis  of  the  sonic  booms.  They 
say,  oh,  we  did  that  back  then.  But  the  court 
ruled  that  that  was  illegal  and  that  they  hadn't 
done  that  adequately. 

And  you  find  no  analysis  of  military 
training  routes.  Well,  the  military  routes  are  the 
routes  which  the  jets  come  over  you  at  real  low 
altitudes.  Okay?  So  they're  the  routes,  other 
than  the  sonic  booms,  that  have  the  most  impact  to 


The  other  problem  with  the  noise 
analysis,  of  course,  is  they  average  it  over  24 
hours  a  month,  a  year.  I'm  sure  that  when  this 
sonic  boom  comes,  you  go,  oh,  well.  I'll  average 
that  over  the  next  24  hours.  It  didn't  hurt  my 
ears.  Don't  you  think  that  is  what  happens?  I 
know  I  don't. 

The  other  thing  I  want  to  make  you  aware 
of  that  worries  me  quite  a  bit  is  what  is  happening 
in  Nevada,  and  I  see  I  have  a  very  similar 
situation.  In  the  mid-l9B0s,  the  Naval  Air  Station 


Colorado,  the  Colorado  Airspace  Commission.  New 
Mexico  is  a  nightmare.  I  don't  even  want  to  go 
into  that.  They  want  new  airspace.  They  want  to 
send  missiles  across  the  state.  They  want  to  be 
Germans  with  a  bombing  range. 

So  there's  a  big  picture  out  there  which 
no  one  is  looking  at  the  impacts  on  the  western 
United  States. 

I  also  want  to  comment  that  when  I  read 
this  Environment  Impact  Statement  Draft  --  do  any 
of  you  remember  Mad  magazine?  Alfred  E.  Newman 
used  to  say,  what?  Me  worry?  He  kept  popping  in 
my  head.  And  the  reason  he  kept  popping  in  my  head 
is  that  13  years  reading  Environmental  Impact 
Statements  for  a  living  -  -  and  I  admit  I'm  a  bit 
touched  to  be  able  to  do  this  --  this  is  the  most 
sanitized  document  I've  ever  seen.  They  say,  oh, 
yeah,  we're  going  to  do  this,  but  don't  worry  about 
it.  It's  not  going  to  have  any  impact. 

The  Environmental  Impact  Statement  is 
severely  lacking  particularly  on  noise.  And  the 
reason  I  say  that  is,  as  you  all  know,  you've  seen 
three  proposals  before  this.  None  of  those 
proposals  have  flown.  The  courts  ruled  they're 
illegal.  It  hasn't  happened.  The  Idaho  training 


put  approximately  30  emitter  sites  on  public  lands 
in  Nevada.  Through  right-of-ways  to  the  BLM ,  we 
now  have  69  sites,  okay,  and  they  want  to  build 
another  35. 

Hell,  because  they  put  all  these  sites  on 
public  lands  in  Nevada,  they  now  say,  well,  there 
is  a  human  health  risk.  There's  a  health  risk  from 
electromagnetic  radiation  as  well  as  the 
overflights.  And,  therefore,  we  now  want  to 
withdraw  92,000  acres. 

I'm  just  telling  you  this  is  what's 
happened  to  us.  So  I  want  to  make  you  aware  that 
if  they  get  this,  it  probably  isn't  going  to  be  the 
end  of  the  show.  It  just  hasn't  worked  that  way. 

I  would  again  urge  the  United  States  Air 
Force,  in  a  positive  manner,  to  change  their  policy 
on  environmental  assessments.  The  public  deserves 
18  the  right  to  see  these  in  draft  form.  They  have  a 
right  to  comment  on  your  activities  which  affect 
our  lives . 

Thank  you . 

COLONEL  POPE:  All  right.  Thank  you  for  your 


Is  there  any  person  here  who  has  not 
spoken  at  all  and  has  not  had  a  chance  to  make 
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BOISE,  IDAHO 

Thursday,  June  12,  1997,  6:30  p.m. 


COLONEL  POPE:  We'll  deal  with  the  public 
officials  first.  The  first  speaker  will  be  State 
Senator  Robbi  King. 


ROBBI  KING, 


008069 


appeared  and  made  the  following  statement: 


11  ROBBI  KING:  Thank  you  Colonel.  I'd  like  to 

12  take  this  opportunity  to  thank  the  United  States 

13  Air  Force  for  allowing  me  to  testify  this  evening. 

1^  I  am  Idaho  State  Senator  Robbi  King.  I 

15  represent  Legislative  District  20,  which  includes 

16  all  of  Owyhee  County  and  the  largest  portion  of 

17  Elmore  County.  These  two  counties  will  be  directly 

18  impacted  by  the  decision  that  will  result  from 

19  these  scoping  hearings. 

20  As  we  all  well  know,  the  United  States 

21  Department  of  Defense  ie  in  the  proceas  of  reducing 

22  our  military  forces,  with  this  downsizing,  it 

23  becomes  increasingly  clear  that  flight  crew 

24  training  capabilities  must  be  economically 

25  advantageous  and  of  superior  training  quality.  The 


Air  Porce  has  indicated  that  there  is  a  need  for  an 
enhanced  training  range  in  Idaho,  and  I  support 
their  decision.  I  believe  that  we  should  rely  on 
the  judgment  of  the  people  who  will  be  called  upon 
to  protect  Idaho  and  this  nation  in  times  of 


Clearly,  available  airspace  in  the  Saylor 
Creek  range  has  certain  restrictions  that 
potentially  reduce  opportunities  for  realistic 
training.  The  limitations  placed  on  air  crew 
training  in  the  Saylor  Creek  range  create  an 
accustomed  standard  of  approach  which  obviously 
reduces  the  opportunity  for  realistic  training.  It 
has  been  suggested  in  these  public  hearings  by 
individuals  opposing  the  expansion  that  the 
continued  training  in  Utah  and  Nevada  would  be  the 
choice  they  would  recommend.  It  is  my  opinion, 
after  reviewing  the  BIS,  that  this  recommendation 
is  neither  advantageous  for  combat  readiness  nor 
financially  feasible  to  the  defense  of  this  nation. 
The  366th  Wing  will  have  to  take  the  leftover 
training  opportunities  at  a  much  greater  cost.  The 
deployment  of  additional  personal  to  support 
training  in  the  remote  location  will  utilize 
valuable  training  time  at  a  much  higher  cost  than 


training  at  home . 

1  believe  also  that  the  environmental 
concerns  expressed  in  the  previous  scoping  hearings 
have  been  addressed  in  this  proposal.  The  Air 
Force  has  downsized  its  original  proposal  to  the 
current  12,000  acres.  This  proposal  would  allow 
training  of  aircrew  on  a  variation  of  smaller 
targets  utilizing  non-explosive  ordinances.  The 
live  ordinance  proposal  was  a  point  of  contention 
by  opponents  in  the  past. 

The  issue  of  wildlife  depredation  has 
also  been  a  point  of  contention  by  opponents  of 
this  proposal.  I  have  testified  at  these  scopings 
previously  as  a  member  of  the  House  of 
Representatives.  At  that  time  the  Idaho 
Legislature  made  a  commitment  to  the  citizens  of 
this  state  that  included  two  full-time  wildlife 
18  biologists  with  the  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  to 
monitor  and  manage  the  impact  area,  thus  giving 
state  wildlife  officials  greater  influence  and 
management  tools. 

It's  interesting  to  me  and  also  a  matter 
of  public  record  that  the  department  has  indicated 
that  the  wildlife  impact  previously  implied  was  not 
an  accurate  consideration.  The  current  status  of 
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potentially  impacted  wildlife  does  not  support  the 
concerns  previously  represented  by  the  former 
director  of  the  Department  of  Fish  and  Game. 

In  closing  I  would  like  to  express  that  I 
would  be  remiss  in  my  duties  as  an  elected  official 
of  Elmore  and  Owyhee  counties  if  I  did  not  express 
the  concerns  that  have  been  forwarded  to  me.  The 
Owyhee  County  Commissioners  have  indicated  that 
there  is  a  major  concern  for  operation  and 
maintenance  of  additional  roads  necessary  for  this 


The  state  legislature  has  mandated  that 
local  government  not  increase  expenditures  by  more 
than  3  percent.  However,  I'm  confident  that  these 
concerns  will  be  addressed  by  the  Air  Force.  The 
communication  with  the  county  is  currently 
progressing  and  I  believe  that  the  resolution  is 
forthcoming.  I'm  also  concerned  with  the  ranchers 
who  will  be  directly  impacted  by  both  alternatives 
C  and  D.  I  am  sure  we  can  monitor  the  ongoing 
negotiations  to  ensure  that  their  needs  are  a 
priority.  Thank  you,  sir. 

COLONEL  POPE;  Thank  you  for  your  comments. 
Personal  comments  shouldn't  be  made  at  this 
hearing.  It  doesn't  help  anyone.  The  next  speaker 


is  Mr.  Cy  Thacker  a  member  of  the  tribal  council. 


CY  THACKER; 


OGS070 


Appeared  and  made  the  following  statements: 


6  MR.  THACKER:  I  would  like  to  thank  the  Air 

7  Force  for  inviting  me  here  to  speak  to  this  forum. 

8  And  my  name  is  Cy  Thacker,  I'm  with  the 

9  Shoshonee-Paiute  tribe  of  the  Duck  Valley  Indian 

10  Reservation. 

11  Recently,  the  president  signed  to  protect 

12  our  Native  American  sacred  sites.  Most  recently 

13  our  healer,  the  medicine  man,  was  able  to  go  into 

14  the  hospital  and  go  in  and  perform  his  religious 

15  ritual  to  the  sick.  You  know  our  religious  sacred 

16  has  been  violated  all  these  years,  and  finally  has 

17  been  realized  that  we  have  --  they  had  been 

18  violating  our  religious  rights.  And  therefore  our 

19  medicine  man  healers  are  able  to  go  into  the 

20  hospitals  and  perform  the  ritual  to  our  people. 

21  Our  people  are  one  of  the  most  sacred 

22  religious  people  that  ever  lived  in  this  continent. 

23  Now,  this  area  that  the  Air  Force  wants  has  many 

24  sacred  sites.  I  have  been  and  walked  in  this  area 

25  and  I  have  seen  it.  Cultural  resources  is  not  only 


1  rocks.  Petroglyphs.  They  are  plants,  roots,  birds 

2  and  animals.  Most  recently  here  we  have  went  into 

3  combat  with  --  the  Air  Force  went  into  Desert  Storm 

4  and  according  to  the  report  they  done  a  very,  very 

5  good  job  in  this  battle.  Why  would  the  Air  Force 

6  want  more  if  we  really  have  a  good  Air  Force 

7  training  facilities  around  the  country.  Therefore, 

8  I'm  against  this  bombing  range  area.  Thank  you. 

9  COLONEL  POPE;  Thank  you.  If  you  applaud,  it 

10  will  take  15  seconds  to  recognize  the  next  speaker 

11  and  that's  just  going  to  make  this  hearing  longer. 

12  I  would  appreciate  your  interest  in  the  next 

13  speaker  rather  than  slow  things  down.  The  next 

14  speaker  is  Mr.  Terri  Gibson,  also  of  the  tribal 


TERRI  GIBSON,  008071 
appeared  and  made  the  following  statement; 


20  MR.  GIBSON;  Thank  you,  Colonel.  Colonel 

21  Richie.  It's  a  pleasure  to  be  here  in  front  of  you 

22  folks  again  today.  My  name  is  Terri  Gibson;  I  am  a 

23  member  of  the  Shoshone - Paiute  Tribe's  business 

24  counsel  and  I  want  to  comment  on  the  Draft  SIS  that 

25  you  folks  have  produced. 


This  is  a  copy  of  the  cultural  resources 
technical  report  which  is  confidential  and  I 
finally  received  this  report,  my  tribe  received 
this  report  on  Monday,  the  day  of  our  hearing  and 
that  saddens  me  that  that  would  be  kept  from  us. 

It  saddens  me  even  further  when  I  go  through  this 
report  and  it's  only  an  archaeologist's  point  of 
view  of  what  he  thinks  is  out  there  and  what  he 
determines  by  stones  and  bones.  Not  by  coming  and 
talking  to  our  people,  not  by  telling  us  we  went 
11  out  to  them  sites  with  this  individual,  but  there 
is  nothing  in  here  that  reflects  what  we  were 
talking  about  in  that.  This  report  attempts  to 
tell  the  tribes  how  we  came  to  what  we  call 
Biobosoga,  the  place  of  the  big  roots.  It  attempts 
to  tell  us  through  a  migration  theory  how  we  came 

17  to  seehokee  (Shoshone)  where  my  great-grandmother 

18  was  born,  Seehokee  (Shoshone)  is  now  called  Boise. 
It  leans  toward  identifying  historical  resources 

as  traditional  cattle  and  sheepmen.  It  says  our 
things  that  the  tribes  are  interested  in  are 
prehistoric.  Prehistoric  to  who?  We  don't  have  a 
prehistory,  you  folks  have  a  prehistory.  We  want 
to  use  the  area  to  go  and  do  the  things  that  we 
practice  at.  The  thing  that  we  use  to  worship  the 
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1  mother  earth,  the  water,  the  plants,  the  animals, 

^  2  which  to  us  is  all  a  cultural  resource.  None  of 
3  this  is  identified  in  this  highly  sanitized 
^4  document  that  you  folks,  through  your  hired  guns, 

5  FAIC,  decided  to  produce  for  us. 

€  The  Air  Force  tells  us  that  if  we  want  to 

7  use  these  area  to  go  in  and  pray,  they  will  come 

8  and  unlock  the  gates  for  us  so  that  we  can  go  and 

9  worship  at  our  sacred  sites.  The  United  States  Air 

10  Force  is  telling  us  chat  this  is  freedom  of 

11  religion.  Enhanced  training.  Now,  that's  the  key 

12  word,  "enhanced,"  and  as  my  brother  spoke  earlier 

13  you  have  the  best  military  in  the  world,  you  have 

14  sites  to  use.  This  is  just  an  enhancement.  why  is 

15  it  at  our  expense  and  our  religious  and  cultural 

16  well-being? 

17  I  want  you  to  know  that  we  support  the 

18  military.  We  have  always  supported  Mountain  Home 

19  Air  Force  Base.  We  have  always  supported  --  we 

20  have  more  individuals,  Indian  people,  who  have  gone 

21  to  war  in  the  country.  We,  as  the  tribe,  of  the 

22  Shoshone  -  Pa iute  nation  support  the  no-action 

23  Alternative.  Thank  you. 


COLONEL,  POPS:  Next  speaker  is  Mr.  Ray  Stark 
from  the  Boise  Area  Chamber  of  Commerce. 


008072 


appeared  and  made  the  following  statement: 


7  MR.  STARK:  Colonel,  ny  name  is  Ray  Stark  with 

8  the  Boise  Area  Chamber  Of  Commerce,  300  North  Sixth 

9  Street,  in  Boise  03702. 

10  Colonel,  the  Chamber  is  the  advocate  for 

11  Bolse-area  business  and  works  for ‘economic 

12  prosperity  in  the  entire  region.  We  support 

13  Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base  execs  as  a  key 

14  component  to  the  economic  diversity  that  we  enjoy 

15  in  Southwest  Idaho.  The  Chamber  has  worked  with 

16  Idaho's  congressional  delegation  during  the  last 

17  three  base  realignment  and  closure  commission 

*8  processes.  W«  believe  Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base 

19  is  an  asset  not  only  to  the  U.S.  Department  of 

20  Defense  but  to  the  state  of  Idaho.  Even  though 

21  changing  political  events  in  Che  world  has  led  to 

22  repriori tire  military  spending,  training  pilots, 

23  testing  aircraft,  and  maintain  combat  readiness 

24  will  continue  to  be  a  function  of  the  U.S.  Air 

25  Force.  And  obviously  the  Air  Porce  base  is  an 


important  asset  to  the  state  of  Idaho. 

But  interestingly  enough  in  our  work  with 
Che  with  Brat  Commissions  we  didn't  have  to  point 
out  the  economic  benefits  of  Air  Force  base  to  the 
military,  we  just  have  to  talk  about  the  incredible 
abundant  flying  weather.  The  new  facilities  at  the 
Air  Force  base,  the  location  which  is  in  a  large 
rural  county  in  Southwest  Idaho  which  does  not 
encroach  on  population  centers  and  of  course  a 
runway  that  is  13,000  feet  in  length  that  is  able 
to  accommodate  any  aircraft  in  the  Air  Force 
inventory . 

13  The  Air  Force  needs  additional  training 

14  area  to  be  quote  "a  total  package"  for  the  U.S. 

15  Department  of  Defense.  Over  the  years  chamber 
delegations  have  visited  the  existing  Saylor  Creek 
range  and  we  have  observed  firsthand  the  minimal 

18  environmental  impact  on  that  training  range  that 

has  been  in  use  for  many  years.  Now  certainly  the 
Air  Force  has  always  encouraged  people  to  visit 
that  existing  range  because  you  really  have  to  see 
it. to  believe  it  and  to  observe  firsthand  the 
minimal  environmental  impact  in  the  existing  range 
for  you  then  to  envision  in  the  future  what 
additional  training  area  would  be  impacted.  So  you 


need  to  see  the  existing  range  first.  Enhanced 
training  opportunities  are  needed  to  enable  flyers 
to  train  against  threat  arrays  which  replicate 
modern  day,  realistic  targets.  The  existing  Saylor 
Creek  range  has  limitations  on  the  training 
function  of  the  Air  Force.  The  enhanced  training 
opportunities  will  allow  simultaneous  training  for 
additional  aircraft.  The  proposed  sites  for 
enhanced  training  meet  the  criteria  for  the 
military:  auch  as  flexibility,  located  under  the 

Department  of  De fense - control led  airspace,  near  the 
existing  military  airfield,  which  is  important; 
flat  or  rolling  terrain;  and  certainly  minimal 
impact  on  civilian  aviation  and  located  in  a 
sparsely  populated  area. 

Colonel,  in  closing  I  just  want  to  repeat 
that  the  Boise  Area  Chamber  of  Commerce  supports 
enhanced  training  area  in  Idaho  to  serve  the  needs 
of  the  U.S.  Air  Force  in  the  Idaho  Air  National 


COLONEL  POPE:  Thank  you  for  your  comments. 
If  I  mispronounce  your  name,  I'm  sorry,  but  I  am 
reading  your  handwritten  cards. 

Mr.  Fred  Christenson  representing  the  Idaho 
Wildlife  Federation. 
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FRED  CHRISTENSON, 


OCS073 


S  appeared  and  gave  the  following  statement: 

€ 

1  MR.  CHRISTENSON:  Thank  you,  Colonel.  My  name 

8  is  Fred  Christenson  and  I'm  representing  the  Idaho 

9  Wildlife  Federation.  I  live  in 

10  Caldwell ,  Idaho.  The  Federation  appreciates  the 

11  opportunity  to  speak  to  this  issue  and  to  speak  to 

12  what  is  my  favorite  hunting  area  in  Southwest 

13  Idaho.  I'm  an  avid  upland  bird  hunter.  Obviously 

14  the  Federation  does  not  oppose  a  strong  national 

15  defense,  we  think  the  Mountain  Home  Air  Force  base 

16  does  a  great  job  just  the  way  it  is.  We  believe 
Jl7  that  the  proposed  expansion  is  not  necessary,  nor 
[18  has  the  need  been  demonstrated.  In  addition  no 

19  mitigation  has  been  proposed  for  any  losses  to 

20  ranchers,  to  the  hunters  of  Idaho.  We  believe  that 

21  the  expanded  range  has  demonstrated  the  decline  in 

22  the  bighorn  sheep.  We  see  a  decline  in  birds  and 

23  we  don't  chink  it's  all  results  of  the  weather. 

24  The  plan  contains  no  way  to  mitigate  these  losses 

25  either  to  ranchers,  if  they  occur,  or  to  the 


sportsmen  of  Idaho.  And  we  believe  that  that  is  a 
fault.  The  Idaho  Wildlife  Federation  stands 
adamantly  opposed  to  the  expansion  of  the  Jacks 
Creek.  If  the  mountain  sheep  continue  to  decline, 
we  believe  Jacks  Creek  could  be  the  gene  pool  to 
restore  sheep  in  other  areas.  The  alternative  that 
we  would  like  to  see  is  not  even  proposed.  We 
would  like  to  see  the  ceilings  raised  above  100 
feet  in  the  arbitrary  500  feet  level.  We  believe 
this  is  critical  in  all  highly  used  recreational 
areas  and  critical  wildlife  area.  We  do  not 
believe  declining  wildlife  populations  in  the  area 
are  due  to  other  weather  or  other  conditions  or 
that  science  is  lacking.  I  guess  a  professor  from 
U.  of  California  said  it  best;  when  it  comes  to 
science  he  said  gravity  is  still  just  a  theory, 
too,  would  you  like  to  test  it  by  putting  your  neck 
beneath  the  guillotine?  So  I  guess  for  us  the  best 
of  the  alternatives  is  the  no-action  vote.  Thank 
you  very  much. 

COLONEL  POPE:  Thank  you  very  much.  The  next 
speaker  is  Mr.  Ray  Frechette.  Did  I  pronounce  that 
correctly? 


RAY  FRECHETTE, 


0C3074 


appeared  and  made  the  following  statement: 

MR.  FRACHETTE :  Thank  you,  Colonel.  My  name 
is  Ray  Frechette.  I'm  from  Boise,  and  I'm  here  as 
an  interested  and  concerned  citizen. 

I  think  at  this  hearing  tonight  we  should 
be  talking  about  how  do  we  reduce  and  consolidate 
the  impact  of  the  military  in  the  west.  We're 
talking  about  reduction  of  bases  all  over  the 
country  and  here  we're  expanding  things.  And  I 
think  an  awful  lot  of  it  revolves  around  economics, 
and  we  just  heard  from  the  Boise  Chamber  of 
Commerce.  And  I'd  like  to  ask  some  questions  that 
I  haven't  seen  answered. 

Would  this  training  range  still  be  used 
if  the  Mountain  Home  Air  Force  base  was  closed  and 
how  much  of  the  training  is  from  out-of - the-state 
aircraft  and  crews?  But  particularly,  I'm 
concerned  with  mission  creep  in  this  space.  That 
today  we  are  working  and  proposing  using  it,  the 
dummy  bombs,  but  it's  a  very  easy  step  to  go  into 


increasing  impact  over  the  years.  And  this  has 
tremendous  impact  on  these  areas  that  we  all  like 
to  use  for  recreation,  and  I  saw  an  article  in  the 
paper  the  other  week  that  talked  about  cost  of 
cleanup  from  old  military  sites  and  we're  looking 
at  a  range  in  the  east  where  there's  thousands  of 
acres  impacted  and  there's  hundreds  and  hundreds  of 
these  places  around  the  country.  But  to  cleanup 
300  acres  so  that  people  can  walk  and  net  be 
exposed  to  bombs,  it's  costing  $1.3  million. 

11  That's  the  type  of  impact  that  I'm  worried  about 

12  from  an  economic  standpoint.  I  know  people  from 

13  Mountain  Home  ought  to  have  continued  good  economy 
down  there,  but  I  don't  think  that's  what  they  want 
to  leave  for  their  kids.  Fifty  years  from  now 
they'll  be  employed  cleaning  up  some  of  these 

17  areas.  Things  fall  off  aircraft;  I've  seen  parts 

18  of  planes  in  the  Bruneau  area  where  they're  not 
supposed  to  be  dropping.  And  as  Fred  Christenson 

20  said,  I  don't  see  anything  in  this  proposal  to  give 
mitigation.  Whatever  we're  doing  to  get  back  we 
should  be  looking  at  closing  some  other  areas,  if 
not  in  this  state  in  surrounding  areas  to  lessen 
impact.  Thank  You. 

COLONEL  POPE:  Thank  you.  The  next  speaker  is 
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1 

23  3 

Elizabeth  Caughlin. 

1 

234 

understand  why  we,  as  Americans,  are  strong. 

2 

2 

diverse,  and  forward-looking  people.  My  dream  is 

3 

3 

that  we,  as  a  nation,  will  have  the  strength  of 

GE-1  ^ 

ELIZABETH  CAUGHLIN,  OCSO /5 

4 

character  as  our  forefathers  and  we'll  recognize 

5 

appeared  and  made  the  following  statement: 

5 

the  importance  of  setting  aside  this  land  as  an 

6 

6 

important  ingredient  of  America.  The  enhanced 

7 

MISS  CAUGHLIN:  Thank  you,  Colonel.  My  name 

7 

training  proposal  which  includes  low-altitude 

8 

is  Elizabeth  Caughlin.  I  live  in  Boise,  and  I'm 

8 

flights,  sonic  booms,  and  simulated  area  warfare 

9 

speaking  as  a  concerned  citizen.  My  family  has 

9 

over  the  Owyhee  country  is  entirely  inconsistent 

10 

enjoyed  hiking,  biking,  and  boating  in  the  Owyhee 

10 

with  this  dream.  I  ask  you,  please,  to  use  other 

11 

canyon  country  for  the  past  three  years  since  we 

11 

available  training  grounds  and  leave  this  pristine 

12 

first  moved  to  Idaho.  And  our  first  experience 

12 

land  for  future  Americans  to  enjoy.  Of  the 

13 

with  the  Owyhee  country  occurred  in  the 

13 

alternatives  I  definitely  approve  of  alternative  A 

14 

Bruneau -Jarbidge  area.  The  feeling  the  land  gives 

14 

which  implies  no  change  to  the  current  use.  Thank 

15 

you  is,  for  me,  a  defining  moment  for  what  it  is  to 

15 

you . 

16 

be  an  American.  The  open  skies,  rolling  clouds, 

16 

COLONEL  POPE:  Next  speaker  will  be  Mr.  Roger 

17 

rugged,  rocky  canyons,  inspire  the  sane  feeling  to 

17 

Singer  from  the  Sierra  Club. 

?•  8 

me  that  must  have  inspired  the  first  people  in  this 

18 

19 

country.  The  first  pioneers,  the  first  settlers, 

GE-1 19 

ROGER  SINGER,  00S07G 

20 

ranchers,  and  all  of  those  who  now  come  in  contact 

20 

appeared  and  made  the  following  statement: 

21 

with  it.  These  are  feelings  of  freedom,  of 

21 

22 

limitless  possibilities,  of  open  space  in  the 

22 

ROGER  SINGER:  Thank  you.  Colonel.  My  name  is 

23 

crowded  world,  of  hope.  My  dream  is  that  my  son. 

23 

Roger  Singer.  I  live  in  Boise,  and  I  represent  the 

24 

too,  will  be  able  to  go  to  this  special  land,  the 

24 

local  Northern  Rockies  Chapter  of  the  Sierra  Club. 

25 

Owyhee  canyon  country,  as  an  adult  and  truly 

25 

The  4,000  members  of  our  club  chapter  are  opposed 

SB 

mm 

to  the  Air  Force's  needless  bombing  range 
proposal.  So  are  a  lot  of  other  people.  How  do  we 
feel  about  this  latest  attempt  to  increase  the  sire 
of  the  supersonic  battlefield  over  the  Owyhee, 
Bruneau,  and  Jarbidge  canyons?  In  a  nutshell, 
we're  tired  of  the  whole  thing.  We’re  tired  of  the 
Air  Force  putting  on  a  aeries  of  misinformation  and 
incorrect  data  to  try  and  convince  us  of  the  need 
for  this  range  and  its  supposed  lack  of 
environmental  impacts.  We  didn't  buy  it  the  last 
three  times  you  tried  to  sell  this  package  and 
we’re  not  buying  it  this  tine.  We're  tired  of 
hearing  the  Air  Porce  say  they  need  this  expanded 
range  when  they  don't.  They  have  stated  chat  they 
are  combat  ready  now.  The  existing  ranges  in 
Idaho,  Nevada,  and  Utah  are  plenty.  This  is  just  a 

17  matter  of  convenience.  The  Air  Force's  convenience 

18  cannot  take  priority  over  wildlife,  over  the  people 
living  in  the  Duck  Valley  Reservation,  over  the 
river  rafters,  hikers,  bikers,  hunters,  and  seekers 
of  solitude  and  wilderness.  Should  we  have  to 
leave  Idaho  to  find  these  opportunities  once  they 
have  been  taken  away  from  us  just  to  save  a  little 
flying  time?  Just  to  save  a  little  fuel?  No. 

When  it  comes  down  to  who  should  travel  a  little 


further,  pilots  in  training  or  Idahoans  enjoying 
the  natural  beauty  of  this  state,  it's  obvious  to 
me.  Air  Force,  go  somewhere  else.  We're  tired  of 
watching  bighorn  sheep  and  sage  grouse  populations 
dwindle.  we're  tired  of  looking  at  the  incorrect 
data  in  Air  Force  documents  about  noise  impacts  on 
humans  and  on  wildlife.  Noise  levels  will  be  much 
worse  than  they  state.  Averaging  noise  levels  out 
over  a  day  or  week  or  month  or  whatever  is  not 
acceptable.  It’s  like  turning  on  the  oven  to  600 
degrees  for  one  minute.  However,  over  a  whole  day 
the  average  temperature  may  average  only  two  or 
three  degrees.  But  I  dare  you  to  stick  your  head 
in  that  oven  that  one  minute  it's  at  600  degrees. 
Well,  there's  sheep,  there's  grouse,  anyone  else 
out  there  are.  metaphorically  speaking,  getting 
their  head  stuck  in  the  oven  again  and  again.  We 
may  be  tired,  but  we're  not  giving  up.  For  a 
fourth  and  final  time  we  are  saying  no  bombing 
range.  The  Air  Force  says  that  they've  answered 
the  concerns  of  Native  Americans,  ranchers,  and 
sportsmen,  and  now  only  wilderness  advocates  are 
opposed.  That's  just  not  true.  Right  here  I've 
got  500  signed  postcards  from  local  folks  that  are 
saying  the  bombing  range  proposal  is  wrong.  It's 


388 


Verbal  Comments 


1  wrong  to  turn  Idaho's  spectacular  canyons  into  a 

2  military  bombing  range  with  low-level  and 

3  supersonic  battle  flights.  These  are  mainstream 

4  people,  our  neighbors  from  our  community  who  have 

5  signed  this  postcard.  The  number  of  people  here 

6  tonight  shows  the  large  and  diverse  opposition  to 

7  this  proposal.  Face  it,  the  average  Idahoan  is 

8  unconvinced  by  the  Air  Force's  sales  job.  Bottom 

9  line.  The  majority  of  the  people  around  here  do 

10  not  want  to  see  this  bombing  range.  They  do  not 

11  want  to  see  Idaho's  quality  of  life  sacrificed  for 

12  a  little  convenience.  We  do  not  want  more  planes, 

13  more  flares,  more  chaff,  and  more  noise  in  Idaho. 

14  What  we  do  want  is  our  heritage,  our  rivers,  our 

15  wildlife,  and  our  solitude.  Let's  protect  Idaho's 

16  canyon  lands  for  our  families  and  for  our  future. 

17  Thank  you. 

J-8  COLONEL  POPE:  Thank  you.  The  next  speaker  is 


19  Miss  Lasha  Johnston. 


LASHA  JOHNSTON, 


008077 


22  appeared  and  gave  the  following  statement: 

23 

LASHA  JOHNSTON:  Thank  you  for  the  opportunity 
25  to  speak  this  evening,  I  am  speaking  on  behalf  of 


the  Owyhee  Canyon  Lands  Coalition,  which  is  a  broad 
coalition  which  has  been  following  the  Enhanced 
Training  in  Idaho  proposal  since  its  inception  in 
the  early  Eighties.  I  want  to  talk  about  something 
very  specific  tonight.  There's  a  lot  of  things  I 
could  say  and  there's  a  lot  of  history  to  this 
proposal.  But  at  the  hearing  in  Duck  Valley  I  had 
the  opportunity  to  speak  and  I  asked  kind  of  a 
rhetorical  question,  and  I've  done  some  research 
and  I  have  some  very  strong  concerns. 

In  the  purpose  and  need  section  of  the 
Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho  proposal,  page  1-16, 
there  are  four  bullets,  four  key  objectives  to  why 
the  Air  Force  would  like  to  build  enhanced  training 
in  Idaho.  The  second  one  is  to  support  the  unique 
rapid  response  Air  Expeditionary  wing.  It's  listed 
separately  than  the  366th  Wing.  So  I  did  a  little 
research  to  try  to  figure  out  what  that  meant.  I 
found  this  article  in  the  most  recent  June  of  1997 
Air  Force  magazine.  This  article  describes  the  Air 
Force's  new  mission  to  establish  Air  Force  --  Air 
Expeditionary  wings.  It  is  a  strategy  of  global 
engagement,  and  the  typical  air  expeditionary  Air 
Force  wing  draws  30  to  40  aircraft  from  three  or 
four  different  wings  across  the  country.  The 


aircraft  include  a  variety  of  tankers,  bombers  and 
fighter  jets  similar  to  a  composite  wing  but  larger 
in  size.  Mountain  Home  is  being  looked  at  as  the 
new  home  for  these  air  expeditionary  forces.  In 
quoting  from  this  article,  "General  Ronald 
Fogleman,  Air  Chief  of  Staff  told  Congress  in 
February  that  the  composite  wing  idea  has  been 
scrapped  for  the  Air  Force  in  general.  It  was  too 
expensive  for  several  bases  to  maintain  a  full 
range  of  support  gear  for  each  of  the  handfuls  of 
different  aircraft  types  they  operated.  Only 
Mountain  Home's  366th  will  be  maintained  as  a 
13  composite  wing  to  serve  as  the  core  of  developing 
an  air  expeditionary  force  concept."  It  is  also 
connected  to  the  Air  Force  Battle  lab,  which  has 
recently  been  moved  to  Mountain  Home.  The  air 
expeditionary  forces  do  not  just  use  aircraft  for 
the  Air  Force.  They  must,  to  quote  from  the 
article  again,  "integrate  with  other  components  and 
suggests  that  these  wings  need  not  be  made  up  only 
of  U.S.  Air  Force  planes,  but  Marine  Corps  or  Navy 
aircraft  might  be  added  by  a  regional  commander  in 
chief  if  he  felt  an  AEF  required  assets  not 
available’  through  the  Air  Force." 

My  point  is  this.  This  training  range  is 


1  not  being  designed  for  the  366th  wing.  This  is  a 

2  loophole  that  you  are  creating  in  the  Environmental 

3  Impact  Statement  so  that  you  can  create  one  of  the 

4  next  things  that  you  are  looking  at  doing  over  the 

5  skies  of  Idaho.  Colonel  P.  stated  last  week  you're 

6  note  building  another  bombing  range,  no  you're 

7  not.  You're  not  looking  at  all  the  ground  impacts 

8  that  you  are  going  to  inflict.  But  you're 

9  certainly  trying  to  build  the  premier  supersonic 

10  battlefield  in  the  skies  of  Idaho,  and  if  you  get 

11  this  range  you're  going  to  slip  in  more  planes  from 

12  different  branches  of  the  military  and  it's  going 

13  to  be  a  battle  zone.  I  am  opposed  to  this,  the 

14  Owyhee  Canyon  Lands  Coalition  supports  the 

15  no-action  alternative.  Thank  you  very  much. 

16  COLONEL  POPE:  I'll  remind  you  again  that 

17  every  time  we  have  to  wait  for  your  applause  it's 

18  that  much  longer  until  the  next  speaker  is  going  to 

19  get  up.  There's  no  decision  maker  here.  I'll  just 

20  point  out  there  is  no  decision  maker  here.  We'll 


21  see.  The  next  speaker  is  Nick  Johnson. 
GE-2  22  NICK  JOHNSTON  C 


008078 


23  appeared  and  made  the  following  statement: 

24  NICK  JOHNSTON:  Thank  you.  I'm  here  on  behalf 

25  of  the  Greater  Owyhee  Legal  Defense  Fund.  The 
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acronym  is  GOLD. 

Duty.  Honor.  Country.  These  are  the 
values  the  Air  Force  has  sworn  to  uphold. 

Mirroring  a  moral  crisis  that  is  gripping  the 
service  throughout  its  ranks,  the  Air  Force's  ETI 
draft  environmental  impact  statement  seeks  to 
pervert  each  of  these  values  in  pursuit  of  an 
enhanced  training  capability  the  Air  Force  has  long 
stated  it  does  not  need.  The  Air  Force  has 
abdictated  its  duty  to  comply  with  federal  and 
environmental  law;  it  fails  to  honor  the  pledges  it 
has  made  to  seek  consensual  resolution  of  the 
resource  management  impacts  of  its  proposals,-  and 
it  seeks  to  detroy  the  character  and  fabric  of  the 
Owyhee  country  that  make  the  area  so  special. 

GOLD  1b  a  coalition  of  citizen  sporting 
and  conservation  groups  concerned  about  the  past 
18  and  future  impact  of  military  training  activities 
on  the  public  lands  and  resources  of  Owyhee  County 
and  surrounding  areas.  GOLD  was  the  lead  plaintiff 
in  the  litigation  that  established  the  legal 
insufficiency  of  the  1992  Air  Force  EIS.  That 
litigation  also  forced  the  Air  Force  to  acknowledge 
that  it  does  not  need  additional  tactical  training 
resources  in  Southwestern  Idaho,  a  position  the 


1  military  studiously  seeks  to  downplay  In  the 

2  present  EIS  proceedings.  That  lawsuit  always 

3  forced  the  Air  Force  to  abandon  its  poorly 

4  conceived  configuration  for  the  Idaho  Training 

5  Range.  Unfortunately,  the  Air  Force  has  learned 

6  little  from  its  past  experience.  It  continues  to 

7  seek  a  course  of  action  that  is  inconsistent  with 
PR-12  8  federal  environmental  law  and  that  fails  to 

9  disclose  or  evaluate  the  full  scope  of 

10  environmental  impacts  of  its  proposed  actions. 

11  Indeed,  even  cursory  review  of  the  Air 

12  Force's  latest  EIS  shows  that  its  talk 

13  of  "de - conf 1 icting  issues*  in  "win-win  solutions" 

14  is  just  so  much  poppycock.  To  borrow  a  phrase  from 

15  the  liturgy  of  the  days  of  awe,  the  ETI  EIS  is  an 

16  alphabet  of  woe.  From  alternatives  to  cumulative 

17  impacts  to  recreation  to  noise  to  wildlife 

18  analysis,  the  Air  Force  continues  to  evade  its 

19  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  obligations  of 

20  full  public  disclosure  and  informed  decision 

21  making.  Indeed,  the  Air  Force  prefers  a  more 

22  contorted  path  of  deception  and  denial.  It  pursues 

23  its  wish  for  a  bigger  sandbox  -*  expanded 

24  training  -«  while  denying  its  obligation  to  fully 

25  and  fairly  disclose  the  potential  adverse 


1  consequences  of  its  actions. 

2  To  the  Air  Force  we  have  to  say:  This 

3  place  is  not  your  place.  Leave  it  as  it  is.  The 

4  song  of  the  canyon  wren,  the  darting  of  the  redband 

5  trout,  the  clambering  of  bighorn  sheep,  these  are 

6  enough  to  fill  the  canyon  lands  and  plateaus  with 

7  life  and  peace.  The  land  does  not  need  the 

8  intolerable  screaming  of  overflight,  of 

9  multiaircraft  supersonic  exercises,  bombing  runs. 

10  and  simulated  warfare.  Not  the  law,  but  the  land 

11  sets  the  limit.  And  this  land  of  Owyhee  country, 

12  when  properly  evaluated,  tells  us  this  is  no  place 

13  for  the  Air  Force's  planned  expansion.  Thank  you. 

14  COLONEL  POPE:  Thank  you.  The  next  speaker  is 


15  Bob  Kiernan. 


BOB  KIERNAN, 


17  appeared  and  made  the  following  statements: 

18  BOB  KEIRNANz  The  name  is  Bob  Kiernan.  I 

19  reside  in  Nampa.  I've  lived  in  Idaho  30  years.  I 

20  was  born  and  raised  in  the  Northeast  and  I  bring 

21  that  up  because  I've  been  bombarded  by  noise 

22  pollution  in  much  of  my  life.  That's  the  reason 

23  why  I  live  in  Idaho  now.  I'd  like  to  preface  my 

24  original  statement  by  thanking  the  council 

25  president  of  Mountain  Home  for  addressing  me  as  ar. 


environmental  wacko.  The  reason  why  I'm  thanking 
him  is  because  he  is  showing  ignorance  and  greed. 

I  have  spent  nine  years  in  the  United  States  Army 
in  a  Nike  Hercules  Air  Defense  Unit  defending  this 
nation  against  communism  during  the  Cold  War.  I 
also  spent  20  years  with  the  Nampa  Fire  Department 
and  retired  as  a  fire  marshall.  So  if  anybody 
wants  to  call  me  wacko,  that  is  part  of  what  I  was 
protecting  while  I  was  in  the  military  service. 

My  statement  about  the  EIS  and  proposal 

11  is  I  have  read  many  pages  of  the  EIS  and  have  tried 

12  to  come  up  with  testimony  against  many  different 

13  portions  dealing  with  facts  and  figures  that  are 

14  sometimes  overwhelming.  I  will  give  you  credit  for 
trying  another  approach  on  this  bombing  run.  It 
almost  worked  until  I  set  the  tome  aside  and  got 

17  down  to  the  real  basics.  The  Owyhees  are  too 
J.8  special  to  disturb  any  more  than  is  being  done  now. 
I  do  not  want  you  to  take  away  my  special  church, 
my  special  sanctuary,  ray  special  connection  with 
earth  mother,  my  only  peace  and  quiet  from  being 
bombarded  by  noise  pollution. 

There  is  no  place  in  the  Owyhee  that  I 
can  list  as  extra  special.  There  is  several  areas 
that  may  be  more  enhanced  vistas  than  others,  but 
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when  I  leave  che  city  and  drive  to  a  destination 
I'll  stop  along  the  way  and  see  bird  habitat  and 
witness  a  nice  Idaho  Mountain  Bluebird  or 
green-tailed  tody  or  bunting,  many  other  birds. 

I'll  stop  at  a  ranch  reservoir  and  view  ducks  of 
many  different  kinds.  The  reason  this  wildlife  is 
there  is  because  of  the  peace  and  tranquility  that 
is  out  there.  These  birds  love  the  Owyhees  for 
that  reason.  Just  because  Idaho  has  lots  of 
wide-open  spaces  doesn't  mean  that  you  can  invade 
this  space.  Worldwide  we  are  slowly  destroying  too 
many  precious  areas.  Man  cannot  survive  mentally 
without  these  areas.  An  example  of  some  of  the 
worldwide  problems  is  in  Korea.  The  red-crowned 
and  white-napped  cranes  require  large  areas  that 
are  silent  and  open  country  with  clean  water.  By 
accident  the  DMZ  and  the  CCZ  in  Korea  has  become  a 
sanctuary  for  these  birds.  But  now  because  of 
economic  boom,  like  a  sonic  boom,  Korea  is 
expanding  their  industry  and  wants  to  enroach  upon 
the  buffer  zone  - - 

COLONEL  POPE:  You  need  to  wrap  up  your 


BOB  KIERNAN :  --  thus  destroying  it. 

In  closing,  ray  question  to  the  military 


is,  who  are  we  training  to  defend?  Is  it  a  nation 
in  Europe,  or  in  the  desert  because  of  its  oil 
richness?  Let  us  train  their  people  to  fight  their 
wars  which  will  train  our  pilots  and  do  it  in  their 
backyard  with  their  money.  Thank  you. 

COLONEL  POPE:  The  next  speaker  is  Mr.  Fred 
Wilson.  All  right.  I'll  set  his  card  aside.  Next 
speaker  is  Mr.  Russell  Ueughins.  Am  I  pronouncing 
that  correctly? 


Ill  RUSSELL  UEUGHINS, 

12  appeared  and  made  the  following  statement: 

13 

1*  RUSSELL  UEUGHINS:  Thank  you  for  the 

15  opportunity  to  present  my  comments  on  the  Enhanced 

16  Training  Range  in  Idaho.  My  name  is  Russell 

17  Ueughins.  I'm  a  resident  of  Boise.  And  I 

18  frequently  recreate  on  land  encompassed  by  the 

19  training  proposal.  My  primary  recreation  is 

20  hunting,  fishing,  and  hiking  and  Just  traveling 

21  throughout  that  country.  And  for  more  than  20 

22  years  I  have  followed  and  actively  participated  in 

23  land  used  in  wildlife  issues  on  the  public  lands. 

24  The  primary  focus  of  my  comments  are  the 

25  potential  impacts  on  the  recreational  and 


■ 


biological  resources  located  within  the  areas  of 
the  proposal.  Equal  in  importance  and 
consideration  is  the  cultural  and  sociological 
values  of  the  land. 

First,  I  would  like  to  address  the 
cultural  and  sociological  considerations  based  on  a 
uniqueness  of  this  area  impacted  by  military 
8  overflight  areas,  MOAs .  As  an  urban  resident  I 
look  forward  to  enjoying  the  remoteness  of  the 
Owyhee  country.  Living  in  an  urban  area  I 
thoroughly  enjoy  the  solitude  offered  by  the 
primitive  nature  of  the  canyon  lands  and  adjacent 
plateaus.  The  presence  of  military  aircraft  would 
take  that  away  because  the  solitude  would  be  gone 

The  Owyhee  country  is  all  that  we  have 
remaining  and  now  you  propose  to  dispossess  us  of 
what  remains.  I  think  you  people  don't  understand 
the  connection  between  the  recreational  and 
spiritual  experience  enjoyed  out  in  country  like 
this.  As  one  who  hunts  and  travels  in  the  area  of 
the  Big  Jacks  and  Little  Jacks  Creek,  your  proposal 
would  destroy  the  remote  nature  of  the  area,  one  of 
23  the  very  few  I  have  left.  This  remaining  area  of 
primitive  public  lands  needs  to  remain  intact  and 
without  the  intrusion  of  r.oise  by  military  aircraft 


and  the  disturbance  of  physical  structures  on  the 


3  Owyhee  County  is  also  blessed  with  a 

4  biological  diversity.  Aircraft  overflies,  places 

5  the  biological  resources  in  jeopardy. 

6  Specifically,  sage  grouse  and  California  bighorn 

7  sheep.  As  a  member  of  the  Idaho  state's  grouse 

8  task  force,  I  am  concerned  about  the  future  of  sage 

9  grouse;  even  without  the  activities  proposed  by  the 

10  enhanced  training,  the  birds  will  face  an  uphill 

11  battle  to  survive. 

12  My  comments  tonight  represent  only  a 

13  representative  sample  of  my  concerns  regarding  the 

14  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho.  I  will  submit  detailed 

15  comments  within  the  right  time.  Selecting 

16  alternative  A,  the  no-action  Alternative,  will  be 

17  in  the  best  interest  of  recreation  and  biological 
10  resources  found  in  this  corner  of  Idaho.  This 

19  concludes  my  comments  for  this  evening. 

20  COLONEL  POPE:  The  next  speaker  is 

21  Mr.  Marvin  Gardner. 


MARVIN  GARDNER,  00S05X 
appeared  and  made  the  following  statement: 
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MARVIN  GARDNER:  Colonel,  Colonel  Richie.  I'm 
a  little  unprepared  tonight.  I  did  not  know  this 
was  for  the  EIS  statements  only  and  I  am  partially 
unprepared  because  I  attended  the  second  scoping 
session  in  this  building  last  year  and  as  a  result 
of  the  things  I  --  I  went  there  with  an  open  mind 
to  find  out  what  all  the  details  were.  And  as  a 
result  of  the  information  I  gained,  I  asked  two 
different  officers  several  times  for  some  specific 
information,  which  I  was  told  I  would  get  and  I 
never  got.  They  had  my  address  because  sometime 
during  the  year  I  had  gotten  mailings  from  Mountain 
Home  Air  Force  base,  but  they  never  sent  me  the 
information  I  requested  specifically  and  the  second 
officer  wrote  it  down  on  a  piece  of  paper  with  a 
name  and  address  so  1  can't  talk  too  well  on  some 
stuff  I  would  have  had. 

I'd  like  to  address  --  point  out  that 
when  you're  flying  at  several  thousands  of  feet 
high  and  you  look  down,  10,000  acres  is  virtually 
nothing,  that's  true.  And  time  passes  very 
quickly.  But  when  you're  down  on  the  ground  on 
foot  it's  a  hell  of  a  lot  of  space.  So  the 
perspective  of  the  Air  Force  people  above  is 
totally  different  from  us  people  down  on  the  ground 


paying  the  bills.  And  also  I'm  sort  of  on  all  your 
sides,  but  the  Colonel  said  please,  don't  clap  or 
applaud  or  say  "yeah."  Show  a  little  courtesy  and 
respect  to  everybody  else. 

The  last  thing  I  am  saying  is  because  I 
am  unprepared  is  that  as  a  person  who  had  a 
physical  science  major  in  college,  and  who  spent  21 
months  at  Mountain  Horae  Air  Force  Base  as  a  weapon 
observer,  that’s  when  they  were  digging  it  out  of 
the  sagebrush  and  sand  dunes,  Z  can  state  that 
atmospheric  conditions  do  strange  things  with  audio 
signals.  Sometimes  they  can  diffuse  them  and 
muffle  them.  Other  times  they  can  focus  and 
concentrate,  that  will  almost  amplify  them.  So  you 
can  have  a  guy  go  out  as  a  sound  meter,  a  DD  meter, 
and  measure  the  effect  of  the  planes  and  they'll 
read  one  thing,  but  if  atmospheric  conditions  are 
just  right  it  will  be  totally  different.  And 
lastly,  I  did  learn  a  year  ago  and  in  --  some 
people  have  addressed  this  too,  the  sole  purpose  of 
the  wing  at  Mountain  Home  is  not  to  defend  the 
United  States,  I  think  the  term  used  a  year  ago  was 
rapid  deployment  force;  its  total  purpose,  I  was 
told  by  several  pilots  and  other  people  who  were 
here  a  year  ago,  that  its  sole  purpose  is  to 


rapidly  get  over  to  foreign  nations  and  defend 
them.  Thank  you. 


COLON8L  POPE:  The  next  speaker  is  Mr.  Roger 


ROCER  WILLIAMS, 


0050S2 


appeared  and  made  the  following  statement: 


10  ROGER  WILLIAMS:  I'm  Roger  Williams.  I'm  from 

11  Meridian  and  I'm  speaking  only  for  myself.  I  have 

12  a  particular  interest  in  only  two  resources 

13  impacted  by  this  proposal.  Bighorn  sheep  and  the 

14  Idaho  Centennial  Trail.  As  big-game  supervisor  for 

15  the  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  I  was 

16  directly  responsible  for  introducing  California 

17  bighorns  into  the  Owyhee  canyon  lands.  In  1963  in 

18  the  east  fork  of  Owyhee,  and  in  1967  in  Little 

19  Jacks  Creek.  As  a  member  of  the  lasting  legacy 

20  committee  of  the  centennial  commission.  I  was 

21  directly  Involved  in  establishing  the  Centennial 

22  Trail  for  Idaho's  Statehood  celebration  in  1990. 

23  This  length  of  Idaho  State  Trail  was  designed  to 

24  feature  Idaho's  outstanding  scenic  areas.  It 

25  parallels  the  Jarbidge  and  Bruneau  River  canyons 


1  and  is  implemented  by  the  Idaho  Department  of  Parks 

2  and  Recreation. 

3  As  for  bighorns,  the  east  fork  Owyhee 

4  population  has  already  suffered  from  increased 

5  overflights,  and  the  alternatives  of  the  proposal 

6  range  would  extend  this  harassment  to  Jacks  Creek 

7  and  increase  stress  on  other  populations.  Although 
I  8  the  DEIS  treatment  of  potential  impact  is 

I  9  superficial,  or  absent,  if  not  legally  inadequate, 

10  it  appears  that  virtually  every  bighorn  heard  under 

11  this  million  acre  battlefield  would  be  subjected  to 

12  additional  harassment. 

13  The  DEIS  seems  equally  deficient 

14  regarding  the  centennial  trail.  1  could  find 

15  nothing  more  than  one  line  on  the  map.  But  users 

_16  would  undoubtedly  find  levels  and  frequency  of 

17  aircraft  noise  sufficient  to  severely  diminish  the 

18  quality  of  their  experience. 

19  Official  comments  should  be  forthcoming 

20  from  two  executive  branch  state  agencies  who  are 

21  responsible  for  these  resources.  Fish  and  Game  and 

22  Parks  and  Recreation.  However,  considering  the 

23  attitude  of  our  chief  executive  and  congressional 

24  delegation,  staunch  antifed  except  for  projects 

25  like  this,  the  agency's  official  comments  can  be 
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1 

expected  to  be  more  conciliatory  than  forthright. 

2 

Nonetheless,  impacts  from  the  ETI  cn  wildlife  and 

3 

recreation  will  be  adverse,  widespread,  severe,  and 

4 

unmi t iga t ible ,  and  unnecessary. 

5 

The  Department  of  Defense  oral  report  and 

6 

high-level  Air  Force  staff  comments  have  indicated 

7 

that  existing  facilities  here  and  in  other  states 

8 

provide  adequate  training  and  the  project  is  not 

9 

needed,  nor  the  expenditure  justified.  At  least 

10 

they  got  the  name  right.  It  is  enhancement,  not 

11 

necessity.  Based  on  probable  impacts  and  lack  of 

12 

need  the  only  logical  choice  appears  to  be 

13 

no-action  alternative  A.  Spa’re  the  resources  and 

14 

save  the  money.  Thank  you. 

15 

COLONEL  POPE:  Thank  you.  Next  speaker  is- 

16 

Mr.  Terri  Henrickson. 

17 

GE-1  is 

TERRI  HENRICKSON,  0CS083 

19 

appeared  and  made  the  following  statement: 

20 

21 

TERRI  HENRICKSON:  Thank  you.  I  appreciate 

22 

the  opportunity  to  speak  tonight.  I'm  a  Canyon 

23 

County  seed  farmer.  I'm  a  native  Idahoan.  I'm 

24 

very  concerned  about  the  future  of  recreation  and 

25 

wildlife  in  the  canyon  lands.  I'm  here  speaking 

GE-1  23 

24 

25 


1  thousand  acre  proposal  seems  to  be  appeasing 

2  politicians  and  the  press,  but  wait  a  minute.  when 

3  we  throw  in  30  emitter  sites,  ladies  and  gentlemen 

4  it  becomes  a  big  one  million  acre  land  grab. 

5  I  have  four  important  questions  we  need 

6  to  ask  ourselves.  Do  we  allow  temporary 

7  politicians  to  put  a  permanent  end  to  thousands  of 

8  years  of  tranquility  in  the  Owyhee  canyon  lands? 

9  Do  we  want  the  military  to  manage  and  control 

10  public  land  from  Gowen  Field  to  the  Nevada  border? 

11  Is  this  location  the  only  place  left  in  Idaho  for 

12  such  a  range?  Are  supersonic  aircraft  incapable 

13  of  using  existing  ranges  in  Utah  and  Nevada  as  well 

14  as,  of  course,  Saylor  Creek? 

15  I  want  to  close  by  saying  there  will 

16  always  be  military  needs  for  something,  but  we  have 

17  an  obligation  to  pass  some  of  Idaho's  beautiful 
16  assets  to  other  generations.  And  all  of  these 

19  proposals  fail  miserably  to  do  just  that. 

20  COLONEL  POPE:  Thank  you.  Our  next  speaker  is 

21  Mr.  David  Welch. 

22 

[  23  DAVID  WELCH  0^bOS4 

24  appeared  and  made  the  following  statement: 


1  because  I'm  concerned  about  poor  state  leadership 

2  in  planning  Idaho's  future.  My  daughter  recently 

3  said  to  me,  and  I  quote,  "Every  good  and  beautiful 

4  thing  you  have  enjoyed  in  your  lifetime  will  be 

5  detroyed  or  developed  in  my  life  for  the  sake  of 

6  jobs  or  the  economy." 

7  I  thought  about  what  she  said  and  I 

8  realized  why  some  of  our  kids  have  stopped  caring 

9  about  their  future  and  the  future  of  this  amazing 

10  state.  Twenty  years  ago  I  didn't  know  the  Owyhee 

11  canyon  lands  even  existed  nor  did  I  care  about  the 

12  future.  My  recreational  needs  were  met  by 

13  traveling  north,  but  urban  sprawl  and  recreational 

14  crowding  started  taking  place,  and  I  discovered  the 

15  Owyhee  canyon  lands  at  my  back  door.  They  were 

16  accessible  year  around  and  being  a  great  place  to 

17  sleep  under  the  stars  late  spring  and  early  summer. 

18  Like  no  other  areas  of  Idaho,  the  canyon  lands 

19  offer  easy  access  to  observe  wild  bighorn  sheep  and 

20  what  a  sight  they  are.  But  times  are  changing. 

21  The  solitude  I  experienced  a  few  years  ago  is  no 

22  longer  •  there .  The  frequent  roar  of  fighter  jets 

23  can  only  impact  fragile  bighorn  populations  in  a 

24  negative  way.  And  the  numbers  are  showing  it. 

25  Wild  bighorn  sheep  are  not  range  cattle.  This  12 


1  DAVID  WELCH:  My  name  is  David  Welch  and  I  am 

2  from  Boise.  I  will  not  say  thank  you  for  the 

3  opportunity.  This  is  my  right  under  the 

4  Constitution.  I  have  many  concerns  about  this 

5  range.  The  topmost  is  the  cultural  concern,  which 

6  is  not  addressed.  I  have  looked  through  part  of 

7  the  BIS,  I  don't  see  any  changes  in  it.  It's  the 

8  same  document .  You  may  have  changed  some  of  the 

9  wording,  but  the  intent  is  still  the  same.  And  we 

10  have  spent  505  years  of  war  with  these  people,  it's 

11  time  for  it  to  stop.  It's  time  for  the  overflights 

12  to  stop.  I  spend  time  in  that  desert.  In  general, 

13  I've  been  overflown  at  50  feet,  and  it  happens. 

14  Not  the.  ceilings  that  you  all  talk  about,  you  deny 

15  it.  And  it's  not  fun.  It's  happened  twice  since 

16  we  went  through  this  the  last  time.  And  I  don't 

17  understand. 

18  I  had  two  uncles  who  served  in  the  Second 

19  World  War.  I  want  you  to  understand  where  I'm 

20  coming  from.  They  were  in  different  areas  of  the 

21  Army,  but  each  one  of  them  was  among  the  first 

22  people  into  the  concentration  camps,  into  the  death 

23  camps.  I  heard  their  stories.  I  understand.  I 

24  had  over  a  hundred  friends  killed  in  Vietnam.  I 

25  understand.  I  want  these  pilots  to  be  safe.  To  me 
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when  you're  talking  about  this  type  of  military 
operation,  one  of  the  most  --  when  they  fly  out 
into  an  actual  engagement  they're  not  going  to  be 
flying  30  miles.  They're  going  to  be  flying 
hundreds  of  miles.  There  and  back  again.  The  most 
critical  part  of  that  is  the  refueling.  I'm  a  tax 
payer,  I'm  willing  to  pay  for  the  training  time. 

I'm  willing  to  pay  for  the  fuel.  I'm  willing  to 
pay  for  the  per  diem  that  you  have  to  pay  in  Utah 
when  they  stop  down  there  or  in  Nevada  or  wherever 
it  is.  I  don't  want  any  more  people  to  die.  But 
12  this  is  not  the  place  to  do  it. 

This  canyon  lands  should  be  turned  into  a 
national  park.  That  is  what  belongs  there.  You  go 
out  there  with  Mr.  Gibson.  You  go  out  there  with 
Corbin  Harney.  You  go  out  there  with  anybody  and 

17  you  spend  a  week.  Understand  what  it  is  to  pray  in 

18  their  way.  This  land  is  our  mother.  We  came  from 
her,  we  are  nothing  but  her.  If  we  destroy  her 
we’re  destroying  ourselves.  if  we  destroy  our 
solitude,  we  destroy  our  sanity.  That  is  what  this 
proposal  does. 

An  option,  Mountain  Home  supports  it, 

24  have  your  jets  supersonic  right  over  Mountain  Home 
into  Saylor  Creek.  They  love  the  noise.  Have 


them  come  over  Grand  View  there.  See  how  J.R. 
likes  it.  Thank  you. 


COLONEL  POPE:  The  next  speaker  is  Mr.  Jack 


JACK  FISHER, 


0C30SS 


appeared  and  made  the  following  statement: 


10  JACK  FISHER:  My  name  is  Jack  Fisher.  I'm  the 

11  chief  master  sergeant,  U.S.  Air  Porce - re t ired .  And 

12  the  last  26  years  I  spent  right  out  here  at  Goven 

13  Field.  I  would  like  to  comment  about  the  opening 

14  statement  that  you  went  through  all  the  of  the 

15  timelines  that  you  were  going  to  try  to  cover.  And 

16  I  noticed  that  the  last  one,  I  would  say  this  was 

17  already  programmed  for  the  withdrawal  of  the  lands 

18  from  the  public  use  and  I  just  wonder  if  in  fact 

19  that  we’re  all  here  in  vain,  or  that  if  this  input 

20  in  fact  really  will  have  any  impact  on  that. 

21  One  of  my  comments  that  I  would  like  to 

22  make  concerns  the  areas  that  are  talked  about. 

23  They  talk  about  what  are  the  ceiling  elevation  that 

24  the  aircraft  fly  at,  but  also  I  find  out  that  the 

25  minimums  can  be  clear  down  to  a  hundred  feet.  And 


I  don't  see  that  spelled  out  very  much  in  here 
because  I  don't  think  that  they  want  the  majority 
of  the  people  to  realize  that  they  can  fly  down  to 
one  hundred  feet.  And  in  fact  they  do. 

I  know  in  my  time  with  the  Idaho  Air 
National  Guard  out  here,  I  seen  a  number  of  sight 
in  flight  camera  pictures  that  were  taken  looking 
up  at  the  canyon  walls  and  so  guess  where  the 
aircraft  was.  And  these  weren't  all  within  the 
Saylor  Creek  range.  And  I  realize  that  these  are 
only  small  indications  of  what  the  total  picture 
can  be,  but  I  think  that  the  total  impact  of  having 
more  aircraft  fly  more  hours  at  these  low-level 
flights  can  only  be  bad  for  all  the  wildlife  that 
is  in  the  Owyhee  canyon  land.  Not  only  the  bighorn 
sheep  that  we  talk  about,  we  talk  about  the 
antelope  and  the  incidental  mule  deer  which  is 
hardly  even  indicated  in  here.  I  think  these  are 
all  things  that  have  great  importance  to  the  people 
here  in  Idaho,  many  who  are  natives,  such  as 
myself.  And  many  of  those  who  have  moved  here  for 
the  reasons  that  we  are  here  to  talk  about.  And  I 
feel  that  to  increase  those  flights  and  to  make 
more  land's  low-level  accessible,  such  as  the  Little 
Jacks  Creek  and  the  Big  Jacks  Creek  area,  is  total 


reprehensible.  I  don't  see  any  possible  reason 
that  anybody  should  condone  this  adding  more  land 
to  that  situation.  So  thank  you. 

COLONEL  POPE:  Thank  you.  The  next  speaker  is 
Mr.  Robert  Boester. 


ROBERT  BOESTER, 


008 3SG 


appeared  and  made  the  following  statement: 


10  ROBERT  BOESTER:  Colonel,  ladies  and 

11  gentlemen.  I'm  Bob  Boester.  I  live  in  Boise, 

12  Idaho.  I’m  a  concerned  citizen.  This  is  the  third 

13  time  I've  had  to  spend  time  on  this  fighting  the 

14  Air  Force  on  the  bombing  range  and  I'm  getting 

15  tired  of  it.  If  you  tell  a  child  you  don't  want 

16  them  to  do  something  once  or  twice  he  gets  the 

17  message.  The  Air  Force,  no  way. 

18  I  would  like  to  make  three  points.  The 

19  Air  Force  has  repeatedly  stated  that  it  doesn't 

20  really  need  the  training  range,  they  would  like  to 

21  have  it,  it  would  be  an  enhancement.  But  I  say 

22  with  fewer  planes  in  the  area  at  the  present  time 

PN*1  23  as  opposed  to  five  years  ago,  why  do  we  need  more 

24  training  ’space?  Second  point  I  would  like  to  make, 

25  the  Air  Force  and  its  supporters  say  chat  it  needs 
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1  realistic  training.  My  question  is  where  in  the 

2  real  world  will  you  find  a  war  or  a  conflict  where 

3  the  target  areas  are  only  thirty  miles  away  from 

4  your  home  base?  If  the  Air  Force  wants  realistic 

5  training ,  there's  several  training  ranges  in  Nevada 

6  and  Utah  that  you  will  find  much  more  realistic 

7  training  because  they  would,  since  they're  farther 

8  away,  they  would  require  the  crews  to  refuel  in 

9  air.  This  would  happen  also  in  a  real  war  and 

10  therefore  it  should  be  included  in  realistic 

11  training.  Wouldn't  you  agree? 

12  The  saying  goes  they  are  lies,  damn  lies 

13  and  statistics.  The  Air  Force  draft  EIS  has 

14  elevated  the  lying  statistics  category  to  a  fine 

15  art.  Its  so-called  study  of  noise  tolerance  is 
NO-2  16  based  on  a  20-year-old  flawed  study  that  has  lumped 

17  aircraft  noise  with  urban  noise.  They're  totally 

18  unrelated.  1  have  suggested  in  my  earlier  written 

19  comments  that  the  Air  Force  conduct  actual 

20  interviews  with  actual  users  of  the  wilderness 

21  areas  to  find  out  what  they  thought  about  the  noise 

22  overhead.  It  has  obviously  chosen  to  ignore  the 

23  suggestion. 

2*  In  conclusion  I  would  like  to  say  this: 

25  Our  country  and  our  state,  our  populations  are 


GE-2  io 


growing  rapidly.  We  need  wild  places  like  these 
Idaho  canyon  lands  to  get  away  from  the  noise  and 
the  tension  of  modern  life.  If  the  Air  Force 
cannot  understand  it  should  not  destroy  the 
solitude  of  this  area,  then  I  say:  Air  Force,  why 
don't  you  take  your  planes  and  go  somewhere  where 
you're  more  welcome.  Thank  you. 

COLONEL  POPE:  Thank  you.  The  next  speaker  is 


Mr.  Herb  Meyr. 


HERB  MEYR, 


0G50S7 


appeared  and  made  the  following  statement: 


HERB  MEYR:  I'm  Herb  Myre  from  Mountain  Home, 
Idaho,  and  I'm  speaking  this  evening  for  the 
Foundation  of  North  American  Wild  Sheep 
headquartered  in  Cody,  Wyoming.  I'm  also  a  retired 
Air  Force  fighter  pilot  who  flew  out  of 
Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base  seven  years.  The 
Foundation  are  concerned  not  only  with  bighorn 
sheep,  but  with  other  wildlife  and  also  hunting 
opportunities.  We  feel,  and  after  talking  to  other 
biologists,  that  the  draft  EIS  is  poorly  done  and 
deceptive,  and  you  can't  determine  the 
environmental  effects  on  any  wildlife.  In  fact 
some  studies  haven't  even  been  completed,  and  it 


says  that  we're  going  to  do  those  in  the  winter 
of  '97.  So  it  looks  like  the  EIS  isn't  even  ready. 

The  area  below  the  Northern  --  that's 
being  expanded  in  the  Owyhee  over  Jacks  Creek  area, 
there's  no  environmental  evaluation  of  this  area 
below  this  expanded  airspace.  We're  going  to  be 
flying  supersonic  and  we're  going  to  be  flying 
low-level  through  that  area  and  it's  never  been 
done  before.  You  can't  rely  on  the  1992  Air  Force 
in  Idaho  EIS  to  evaluate  this  Jacks  Creek  area 
because  it's  outside  of  the  area.  So  you  have  a 
big  flaw  there. 

Also  one  of  the  tables,  3.8-16  in  fact, 
bighorn  sheep  population  is  an  error  and  deceiving. 
Some  of  the  studies  that  were  done  or  population 
things  were  based  on  Just  ewe-lamb  ratio  counts. 

And  not  on  total  populations  and  only  looked  at  a 
segment  of  say.  Little  Jacks.  And  so  to  use  that 
as  saying  the  Big  Jacks  Creek  population  is 
declining  is  wrong. 

Also  the  baseline  for  this  EIS  should  be 
1992  because  everything  is  related  from  the 
creation  of  supersonic  air  space,  deposit  wing,  the 
chaff  and  flares,  any  creation  of  the  supersonic 
battlefield .  So  your  EIS  should  be  a  comprehensive 


one,  and  I  believe  this  one  was  ordered  by  a 
federal  judge.  There  is  no  mitigation  proposal  for 
bighorn  sheep  especially  during  lambing  season.  We 
recommend  a  decibel  level  not  to  exceed  95  decibels 
during  this  time,  and  no  supersonic  flights  over 
these  sensitive  areas  during  lambing  season.  This 
would  also  apply  to  sage  are  in  mating  season  and 
while  nesting.  A  lot  of  the  no-drop  sites  and 
emitter  sites  violate  not  only  the  Idaho  Sage 
Grouse  recovery  plan,  but  recovery  plans  in  other 
states.  This  should  be  done,  this  mitigation,  even 
if  we  choose  the  no-action  alternative. 

Looking  at  other  environmental  statements 
from  other  military  projects  we  find  that  the  noise 
data  is  flawed  and  and  the  noise  for  private 
aircraft  is  10  to  12  decibels  lower  chan  it  should 
be  for  a  fighter  in  motion  it  creates  more  noise. 
For  an  M-16  it's  at  98  decibels  at  a  thousand  feet, 
it  should  be  a  111.  This  makes  the  draft  EIS 
completely  worthless  when  you  base  it  on  false 


Also  the  UTTR  is  underutilized  if  you 
call  down  there  and  talk  to  the  people  and  it  will 
be  managed  by  aircamp  at  command.  Lastly  we 
recommend  BLM  not  consider  this  document  for  an 
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environmental  analysis,  and  the  only  option  is  to 
choose  option  A.  ThanJc  you  very  much. 


COLONEL  POPE:  Thank  you.  The  next  speaker  is 
Mr.  Robert  McEnaney. 


ROBERT  MCENANEY, 


ocsoas 


8  appeared  and  gave  the  following  statement: 


10  ROBERT  MCENANEY:  My  name  is  Robert  McEnaney. 

11  I'm  from  Boise,  Idaho.  The  Air  Force  is  using 

12  outdated  and  inherently  flawed  methods  in  the  EIS 

13  to  measure  the  noise  impacts  that  the  Air  Force 


LI 4  operations  will  have.  The  methods  are  not  legally 

15  defensible. 

16  This  is  not  my  opinion,  but  the  opinion 

17  of  the  Air  Force.  In  two  recent  Air  Force 
18  documents,  the  U.S.  Air  Force  '96/97  Environmental 
19  Safety  and  Operational  Health  Strategic  Plan  and 
20  the  October  '96  Air  Force  report.  Requirements 

21  Analysis  for  Noise,  the  Air  Force  identified  a 

11  22  number -of  areas  where  their  current  noise  models 
23  were  not  in  compliance  with  National  Environmental 
24  Policy  Act.  The  following  is  a  sample  from  their 

25  reports,  the  Air  Force  states  quote:  "A  new  method 


is  needed  to  gather  defensible  operational  data  for 
use  in  determining  noise  levels  for  aircraft 
beddowns."  And  they  further  state:  "The  current 
system  is  inaccurate  in  that  it  does  not  take  into 
account  all  aircraft  flying.  In  fact  the  accuracy 
of  the  data  is  totally  dependent  upon  human 
interpretation  and  therefore,  extremely  vulnerable 
to  human  error."  Another  need  identified  by  the 
Air  Force  is  a  quantitative  dosage 

response-relationship  for  predicting  the  effects  of 
noises  required. 

And  they  further  state:  "Much  of  the 
special  use  airspace  utilized  by  the  Air  Force  is 
away  from  populated  areas,  as  a  result  the  outdoor 
recreation  is  subjected  to  the  aircraft  overflight 
and  noise  exposure."  Today,  no  quantitative 
dosage  *  response  relationship  has  been  developed  for 
predicting  annoyance  in  these  circumstances.  No 
useful  quantitative  information  of  any  kind  exists. 
The  Air  Force  further  identifies  another 
need.  "Methods  are  needed  to  assess  the  annoyance 
of  sporadic  exposure  to  sonic  booms  and  the 
combined  annoyance  of  noise  exposure  of  subsonic 
and  supersonic  operations."  And  they  state: 

"The  dosage  -  response  relationship  on 


1  which  the  Air  Force  currently  relies  for  predicting 

2  the  annoyance  of  exposure  to  sonic  booms  was 

3  produced  in  1981.  On  the  basis  of  modest  amounts 

4  of  information  about  repetitive  and  expected  noise 

5  exposures  in  residential  communities.  The 

6  applicability  of  this  relationship  to  many  settings 

7  of  practical  interest  to  the  Air  Force  has  never 

8  been  demonstrated.  These  issues  must  be  resolved 

9  to  increase  confidence  in  the  Air  Force's  method 

10  for  assessing  impacts  of  sporadic  sonic  booms  over 

11  largely  dispersed  populations." 

12  "Additionally,  the  Air  Force  predicts  the 
NO-11  13  annoyance  due  to  noise  exposure  from  subsonic 

14  operations  and  that  due  to  supersonic  operations 

15  separately.  An  accurate  combined  annoyance 

16  prediction  for  both  types  of  operations  is  not 

17  currently  available."  End  of  these  quotes. 

18  I  find  it  is  heartening  to  see  that  the 

19  Air  Force  recognizes  that  their  current  methods  are 

20  seriously  in  error.  I  find  it  distressing  though 

21  that  none  of  these  concerns  are  represented  in  the 

22  current  dEIS.  The  Air  Force  claims  in  this  dEIS 

23  that  they  are  in  compliance  with  the  law  when  it 

24  comes  to  noise  impact,  but  their  own  documents 

25  state  that  the  model  they  are  using  in  this  dEIS 
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ground,  we  feel  the  rhythms  of  this  land,  the  light 
reflecting  the  morning  light.  Bright  green  and 
orange  on  a  brown  rock  wall.  The  cottonwood  leaves 
play  a  tune  like  Shagal  in  timeless  harmony  with 
lizards,  anake,  lion,  pronghorn  and  Juniper  and 
grass.  The  spirits  of  the  ancient  ones  are  upon 
us.  Listen,  listen.  Thank  you. 

COLONEL  POPE:  Thank  you.  The  next  speaker  is 
Mr.  Chris  Wylie. 


CHRIS  WYLIE, 


033050 


appeared  and  made  the  following  statement: 


14  CHRIS  WYLIE:  Hi.  My  name  is  Chris  Wylie.  I 

15  live  in  Boise,  Idaho.  I  represent  myself.  Thanks 

16  for  setting  up  this  forum,  I  appreciate  the  time 

17  you're  taking.  I'm  wondering  if  this  is  what  we 

18  really  want  to  do.  We  talk  about  wise  use. 

19  There's  use  of  resources,  there's  use  of  our  land. 

20  You  know,  I  wonder  why  the  Air  Force  wants  to  do 

21  this.  I've  read  several  newspaper  articles  saying 

22  that  they  don't  --  that  the  Air  Force  folks, 

23  themselves,  are  saying  they  don't  need  this. 

24  There's  other  areas  that  are  -*  that  speed  of 

2 5  training  are  easily  reached  that  allow  wildlife 


ordinance.  There's,  you  know,  even  though  there's 
stuff  going  on  in  the  salt  flats  those  are  already 
impacted  areas  and  there  is  not  as  much  diversity 
as  there  is  in  the  Owyhees .  So  if  you  don't  need 
it,  if  there's  other  areas,  I'm  kind  of  wondering 
if  it's  fear.  I  really  don't  see  a  red  scare  so 
much  anymore.  So  maybe  it's  a  land  grab.  There's 
all  these  people,  we're  filling  up  the  country, 
there's  only  certain  areas  left;  maybe  you  better 
lock  on  to  those  before  anybody  else  needs  them  or 
anybody  else  takes  them  or  there  is  more 
environmental  contentiousness  to  save  what  little 
we've  got  left.  And  I'm  kind  of  wondering  maybe 
that's  the  motivation  here  because,  you  know,  we’re 
--  how  much  land  did  we  have  a  hundred  years  ago 
for  some  peace  and  quiet?  And  we've  just  got  a 
fraction  of  that  left.  Where  are  we  going  to  be  a 
18  hundred  years  from  now?  They  talk  about  the 

seventh  generation  and  we're  not  leaving  much  for 
anybody  else. 

Finally  we  talk  about  jobs,  -you  know,  it 
seems  like  everyone  is  really  saying  that  we've  got 
to  either  have  environment  or  we  got  to  have  jobs, 
that's  rhetoric.  I  don't  believe  that.  There's 
lots  of  studies  out  chat  are  showing  that 


1  businesses  follow  qualified  people.  Look  at  Boise, 

2  Idaho  we  got  lots  of  business  going  on  right  here. 

3  Why?  Because  it's  a  great  place  to  live.  So  if 

4  you  destroy  your  quality  of  life,  you  destroy  the 

5  people  that  want  to  go  there.  You  destroy  the 

6  economy.  Also,  why  does  Boise  have  lower  wages? 

7  Because  everyone  wants  to  live  here.  If  it's 

0  someplace  where  people  don't  want  to  live,  you  have 
9  to  pay  a  high  salary  to  get  folks  to  live  there.  I 

10  think  that  Boise  and  Owyhee  counties  would  both 

11  suffer  in  the  long-term  by  handing  over  this 

12  beautiful  resource  to  war  games.  I  support  the 

13  no-action  alternative. 


GE-lis 


COLONEL  POPE:  The  next  speaker  is  Mr.  Martin 


16  Stephan. 


MARTIN  STEPHAN, 


0CS391 


19  appeared  and  made  the  following  statement: 


21  MR.  STEPHAN:  My  name  is  Martin  Stephan, 

22  Boise,  Idaho  and  I  represent  the  Northern  Rockies 

23  Preservation  Project.  We're  a  local  grassroots 

24  group  in  Boise.  I’d  like  to  start  out  by 

25  commenting  on  what  I  saw  in  the  other  room  on  the 


three  billboards  that  showed  the  different 
alternatives,  if  you  call  them  that.  I  think  under 
NEPA,  National  Environmental  Policy  Act,  one  of  the 
specific  goals  of  NSPA  is  to  provide  alternatives 
for  the  public  to  look  at  and  obviously  those  two 
alternatives,  from  the  questions  I  asked  some  of 
the  nation's  finest  over  there  to  explain  it  to  me, 
are  identical.  They  just  moved  the  puzzle  pieces 
around  a  little  bit. 

So  what  we  have  is  is  two  alternatives. 

We  have  the  no-action  Plan  and  we  have  those  three 
different  ones  and  they're,  excuse  me,  seem  to  be 
very  similar.  So  I  don't  think  it  actually 
qualifies  in  that  regard  for  NEPA  and  I  think 
that's  a  big  concern  for  the  public  and  they  need 
to  make  these  decisions. 

Second  of  all,  the  military,  I  guess,  in 
the  history  has  shown  itself  very  good  at  killing 
and  also  very  good  at  polluting.  It  is  the  world's 
biggest  polluter,  and  I  don't  see  why  anyone  in 
their  right  mind  would  want  to  turn  this  amazing 
area,  the  Owyhee  canyon  lands,  over  to  a  group  that 
has  shown  total  irresponsibility  in  taking  care  of 
the  land.  And  the  cultural,  the  ecological 
integrity  of  this  area  is  unbelievable.  I  think  it 
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1 

would  be  just  madness  to  go  ahead  with  ycur  plans 

1 

home  . 

2 

to  develop  this  area.  The  no-action  alternative  is 

2 

The  Air  Force's  desire  to  expand  Mountain 

3 

the  only  alternative  that's  worth  looking  at. 

3 

Home  Training  Range  is  not  an  issue  of  safety,  it 

4 

And  to  finish  I  will  Just  say  chat  we 

4 

is  not  an  issue  of  preparedness,  nor  is  it  crucial 

5 

here  tonight,  speaking  to  everyone  here,  we  have  to 

5 

to  our  defense  efforts  as  the  supporters  want  us  to 

6 

stay  organized  on  this  issue.  If  you're  not  on  a 

6 

believe.  It  is  not  a  patriotic  issue  and  for 

7 

mailing  list  of  some  sort  or  phone  list,  I  would 

7 

politicians  and  supporters  to  try  to  make  it  so  and 

8 

get  on  one  quick.  Cause  these  guys  will  ram  this 

8 

confuse  the  people  of  Idaho  indicates  their 

9 

down  our  throat,  and  if  we  don't  pull  together  and 

9 

ulterior  and  questionable  motives.  Yes,  Idaho's 

10 

do  this  they're  going  to  get  it,  they're  going  to 

10 

exist  welfare  does  depend  heavily  on  the  base,  but 

11 

take  it  over  and  we'll  lose  this  land.  Just  as 

11 

the  need  for  expansion  simply  does  not  economist. 

12 

we're  losing  these  other  great  lands  and  it's 

12 

Mountain  Hone  Air  force  Base  is  not  now  threatened 

13 

sickening  to  watch.  It's  like  a  disease,  it's  just 

13 

by  closure.  Enough  is  enough. 

14 

cancer  that's  crawling  across  the  land  and  it's  got 

14 

Supporters  of  the  proposed  expanded 

15 

to  be  stopped  and  it's  got  to  be  stopped  here 

15 

!  training  range  choose  not  to  remind  Idahoans  and 

16 

tonight.  Thank  you  very  much. 

16 

!  tax  payers  that  the  Air  Force  already  controls  90% 

17 

COLONEL  POPE:  The  next  speaker  is  Miss 

17 

of  the  airspace  over  Nevada  for  its  training 

18 

Patricia  Hall. 

18 

purposes.  They  choose  not  to  remind  us  that 

19 

19 

decimated  bombing  ranges  already  exist  in  Nevada 

GE-1 20 

O'  r  ‘V'l? 

PATRICIA  HALL, 

20 

for  target  practice,  as  well  as  airspace  and 

21 

appeared  and  made  the  following  statement: 

21 

bombing  ranges  in  Utah.  The  Air  Force  chooses  not 

22 

22 

to. remind  us  that  its  trainees  travel  as  far  as 

23 

MISS  HALL:  My  name  is  Patricia  Hall.  I 

23 

Florida  on  their  maneuvers,  thus  making  the  expense 

24 

reside  in  Boise,  Idaho.  I've  been  a  resident  of 

24 

of  travel  to  nearby  existing  areas  a  non-issue. 

25 

Idaho  for  over  30  years  and  I  consider  this  my 

25 

The  desecration  of  land  and  airspace  in 

275 

276 

1 

beautiful,  pristine  Southwest  Idaho  for  the 

1 

MR.  HALL:  My  name  is  Dale  Hall.  I'm  a 

2 

enhancement  of  the  Mountain  Home  Air  Force  base  is 

2 

resident  of  Boise.  I'm  speaking  for  myself,  my 

3 

ridiculous.  This  land  and  airspace  are  much  too 

3 

three  adult  children  and  their  spouses  and  four 

4 

valuable  in  too  many  ways  to  scar,  pollute,  and 

4 

grandchildren . 

5 

destroy.  Many  of  us  Idahoans  believe  that  the 

5 

The  proposal  certainly  doesn't  enhance 

6 

wildlife  the  flora,  the  sacred  ground  of  the 

6 

the  Owyhee  canyon  lands.  Just  the  opposite.  This 

7 

indigenous  people  are  a  national  treasure  to  be 

7 

pristine  wild  land  and  wildlife  would  be  boomed  and 

8 

protected  for  posterity.  Here  in  the  lower  states 

8 

bombed  out  of  existence. 

9 

very  little  of  this  kind  of  land  is  left. 

9 

The  Air  Force  officials  have  said  there 

10 

The  Air  Porce's  impact  statement  for  the 

10 

was  no  pressing  need  for  expanding  the  training 

11 

area  is  inaccurate,  devious  and  garbled  to  confuse 

11 

range.  Ninety  percent  of  Nevada  airspace  is 

12 

the  public.  The  amount  of  money  we  tax  payers  have 

12 

already  controlled  by  the  Air  Force,  according  to 

13 

provided  for  these  expansion  requests  is  a  fleecing 

13 

National  Public  Radio.  The  Utah  ranges  are  also 

14 

of  America.  So  far  we  have  spent  over  six  million 

14 

available  for  training.  Even  parts  of  Florida  are 

15 

dollars  and  the  plan  is  to  spend  millions  more.  It 

15 

used  for  training  by  the  Mountain  Home  Air  Force 

16 

is  time  to  put  an  end  to  this  kind  of  wasteful 

16 

Base  Composite  wing.  Enough  is  enough. 

17 

activity.  Let  your  politicians  know  that  you,  as  a 

17 

The  Air  Force  is  after  a  12,000-acre 

18 

voting  citi2en,  want  these  requests  stopped.  Thank 

18 

range  with  35  other  sites  spread  over  one  million 

19 

you.  I  vote  for  the  no-action  to  reject  the 

19 

acres  of  Owyhee  County  and  this  is  in  addition  to 

20 

enhanced  training  proposal . 

20 

the  existing  9,075  square  miles  of  airspace,  5.8 

21 

COLONEL  POPE:  The  next  speaker  is  Dale  Hall. 

21 

million  acres.  Enough  is  enough. 

22 

GE-2  2  3 

DALE  HALL,  0C6D93 

-E: 

No  pressing  need  for  the  enhancement  has 

been  demonstrated.  Therefore,  the  environmental 

24 

appeared  and  made  the  following  statement: 

24 

impact  statement  should  be  rejected  out  of  hand. 

25 

25 

Failing  to  reject,  then  alternative  A  should  be 
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21  writing. 


anywhere,  either.  I  say  "this  proposal"  because 
it's  all  really  the  same  old  song.  The  only 
purposes  it  could  possibly  serve  are  three:  Put 
money  in  some  people's  pockets;  provide  training 
for  national  defense;  and  ruin  the  national  and 
historical  environment  of  Owyhee  County.  As  to  the 
money  generated,  it  is  hardly  worth  it.  Too  few 
will  benefit  at  too  great  an  expense.  As  to  the 
national  defense,  this  is  a  red  herring.  The  Air 
Force  does  not  need  the  range  and  they  have 
admitted  as  much.  National  defense  will  not  suffer 
one  whit  and  not  one  single  American  fighting  man 
or  woman  will  ever  be  wounded  or  killed  due  to  a 
failure  of  this  proposal  to  go  forward.  Further, 
not  one  less  enemy  will  be  killed,  nor  will  one 
less  target  be  struck  if  this  proposal  fails,  which 


As  to  the  environment  I  cannot,  for  the 
life  of  me,  understand  why  the  Department  of 
Defense  or  individual  members  of  Air  Force  would 
want  to  destroy  the  very  thing  that  they  have  sworn 
to  protect.  By  this  Z  mean  America  is  not  merely 
people.  If  it  were  then  Europe  would  be  just  as 
American  as  we  are,  if  not  more.  America  is  more 
than  people.  America  is  the  wild  lands  that  built 


all  of  the  personality  characteristics  and  traits 
as  we  as  Americans  talk  so  highly  of.  The  genesis 
of  America  is  the  land  and  in  wild  lands  in 
particular.  We  are  rapidly  running  out  of  that 
which  makes  us  what  we  were  or  at  least  what  we 
used  to  be.  All  the  freedom  that  we  think  we  have 
are  only  on  paper  if  we  do  not  have  a  place  to  be 
free  in.  Or  as  Aldo  Leapold  said,  "Of  what  .avail 
are  forty  freedoms  without  a  blank  spot  on  the 
map."  Paper  freedoms  are  just  that.  No  one  can 
argue  that  those  who  are  long  in  city  pent  are  just 
as  free  as  we  out  west  in  the  silence  of  open 


They  have  the  constitutional  freedoms 
like  we  do,  but  so  what?  They  are  not  free  from 
each  other.  Even  if  we  out  west  aren't  really  free 
from  each  other,  it's  places  like  Owyhee  County 
that  at  least  provide  us  with  that  illusion.  Why 
must  the  Air  Force  and  the  Department  of  Defense 
work  so  hard  to  destroy  this  aspect  of  America? 
Before  you  know  it  Australia  will  be  the  next 
America.  And  we  will  be  just  another  tame 
civilization  living  shoulder  to  shoulder  like 
Europe.  You  in  the  United  States  Air  Force  are 
destroying  the  very  thing  you  have  sworn  to  uphold 


with  your  lives.  People  who  oppose  the  range  have 
been  accused  of  being  un-American;  most  of  the 
accusers  are  the  people  who  stand  to  benefit 
financially,  even  though  they  try  to  talk  like 
patriots.  However,  patriotism,  it  has  been  said, 
is  the  last  refuge  of  a  scoundral .  I  think  it  is 
they,  as  destroyers  of  America,  who  are 
un-American.  Z  don't  say  this  as  a  patriot,  I  just 
speak  as  personal  experience.  In  fact  every 
Australian  I  ever  met,  both  in  Australia  and  here, 
was  more  American  than  most  of  the  Americans  I 
know.  We  are  aging,  we  are  urbanizing,  we  are 
roading  and  building  and  destroying  to  the  point 
that  America’s  on  her  last  legs. 

In  closing,  I  would  just  like  to  say  that 
because  this  is  the  same  old  proposal  I  am 
incorporating  by  reference  all  of  rcy  former  legal 
18  opinions  and  personal  opinions  on  behalf  of  the 

Shoshone-Paiute  tribe  and  myself  on  every  document 
that  you  people  have  ever  generated  that  has 
anything  to  do  with  enhanced  training  in  Idaho. 
That's  the  ITR  and  ETI .  Everything  clear  back  to 
1989.  Thank  you. 

COLONEL  POPE:  Tommy  Sope . 
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TOMMY  SOPE, 


00S05S 


appeared  and  made  the  following  statement: 


7  MR.  SOPE:  That's  right.  It's  soap.  Not  the 

8  washing  kind,  though.  I'm  Tom  Sope ,  Jr.  and 

9  resident  of  Duck  Valley  in  the  area  you  guys  are 

10  calking  about.  I've  been  through  there.  I  think 

11  it's  just  nonsense.  This  is  supposed  to  be  a  peace 

12  country  here,  Idaho,  state  of  Idaho.  Not  supposed 

13  to  be  a  war  zone  or  determined  to  be  a 

14  battlefield.  And  we  are  also  losing  all  our  food 

15  which  you  guys  are  scaring  away.  And  we  don't  eat 

16  deer  meat  anymore  because  of  you  white  people,  our 

17  ancestors  told  us,  white  people  get  here  and  we're 

18  going  to  lose  everything.  And  we  don't  want  that 

19  to  happen  because  we  got  grandchildren  and  I've 

20  been  here  a  lifetime  and  I  want  to  continue  to 

21  enjoy  the  life  with  the  livelihood  of  the  game  that 

22  we  have . 

23  And  we  don't  like  to  make  any  enemies. 

24  In  other  words,  we  like  to  keep  it  in  peace  because 

25  that's  what  we  pray  for  our  Indian  people  healer. 


1  pray  for  our  service  boys  who  are  fighting  for  our 

2  country.  But  what  country  are  we  fighting  for? 

3  That's  my  question.  But  I  want  to  keep  it  in  peace 

4  so  I  just  want  to  have  it  like  that  and  I  don't 

5  want  no  Air  Force  running  over  us  where  you  can't 

6  even  ride  our  horses,  it's  too  spooky  for  us. 

7  That's  all  I  have  to  say  I  just  want  to  keep  it  as 
'8  good  place  for  us.  Thank  you. 

9  COLONEL  POPE:  Thank  you .  The  next  speaker  is 

10  Mr.  Tom  Sarriugarte. 


GE-1  12 


TOM  SARRIUGARTE, 


00S0S6 


13  appeared  and  made  the  following  statement: 


15  MR.  SARRIUGARTE:  Colonel.  I'm  Ton 

16  Sarriugarte  and  I'm  from  Boise,  Idaho.  An  I'm  here 

17  as  a  concerned  citizen. 

18  For  the  many  years  I  have  lived  in  Idaho 

19  I  have  used  its  beauty  an  solitude  to  refresh, 

20  recharge,  and  renew  myself.  The  strategies  that 

21  I've  used  are  similar  to  the  ones  the  ancient 

22  people  .of  this  area  use  for  thousands  of  years  and 

23  the  animals  use  today.  I  camp  in  the  high  desert 

24  lands  in  the  spring  and  I  move  towards  the 

25  mountains  as  the  weather  warms  an  back  to  the 


desert  again  in  the  fall  and  winter.  As  life's 
challenges  becomes  more  and  more  complex  as  my 
day-to-day  life  and  all  of  its  demands  have  speeded 
up,  I've  looked  more  towards  these  renewals  as 
essential.  Fun  and  relaxing,  nourishing  and 
nurturing  and  essential.  Essential  to  do  my  work, 
essential  to  meet  my  commitments,  essential  to 
fulfill  my  responsibilities,  essential  to  keep 
myself  healthy  and  vital. 

Over  the  years  it  has  become  harder  an 
harder  to  find  these  places  to  get  away,  places  off 
the  beaten  path,  places  where  I  can  escape  from  the 
city  and  its  fast-paced  life,  places  where  the 
natural  rhythms  of  life  slow  me  down  and  heal  me. 

As  Idaho  has  grown  these  places  are  continually 
disappeared  at  a  faster  an  faster  rate. 

One  of  the  last  of  these  remaining 
places,  the  Owyhee  canyon  lands,  is  being 
threatened  now.  It's  one  of  the  most  pristine  in 
Idaho  and  if  you  look  beyond  Idaho,  one  of  the  most 
remote  and  pristine  places  in  the  United  States. 
It's  a  place  of  vastness  an  solitude.  A  place  of 
amazing  animals,  plant  and  mineral  diversity,  a 
place  of  immense  an  ever  changing  beauty,  and  most 
important  to  me,  a  place  of  quiet. 


1  This  area  is  a  wonderful  resource  for  the 

2  people  of  Idaho  an  the  many  visitors  that  come  to 

3  see  it.  Many  different  kinds  of  recreation  usage 

<  take  place  in  these  lands,  but  the  bottom  line  for 

5  each  type  of  usage  must  be  to  protect  and  preserve 

6  the  lands  and  the  people  and  the  animals  and  plants 

7  that  inhabit  it.  The  Air  Force  does  not  need 

8  another  training  area,-  they  already  have  the 

9  facilities  close  to  Mountain  Home  that  could  meet 

10  their  needs  in  training  and  guarantee  that  their 

11  people  are  expertly  and  safely  trained.  There's  no 

12  need  to  destroy  the  Owyhee  canyon  lands. 

13  For  the  health  and  vitality  of  myself,  my 

14  children,  my  children's  children,  for  the  whole  of 

15  Idaho,  the  United  States,  and  ultimately  the  world 

16  the  Owyhee  canyon  lands  is  depending  on  us  to 

17  protect  it  as  one  of  the  few  pristine  natural 

18  resources  we  have  left.  Once  destroyed  it  can  not 

19  be  brought  back  to  life.  I  support  the  no-action 

20  alternative  A. 

21  COLONEL  POPE:  Thank  you.  The  next  speaker  is 

22  Mr.  Robert  Weber. 


ROBERT  WEBER, 


0GSGG7 


25  appeared  and  gave  the  following  statement: 
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MR.  WEBER:  Thank  you.  I  represent  myself, 
Robert  Weber.  I  live  here  in  Boise  and  have  for  27 
years.  And  own  my  corporation,  which  is  Advanced 
Concepts  International  that  does  business  in  about 
20  countries  around  the  world  and  some  of  that 
business  is  in  Owyhee  County.  I  spent  all  of  today 
down  there  visiting  with  the  people  there  and  I  had 
a  prepared  deal  which  I  decided  to  not  do. 

My  family  came  West  the  same  year  that 
Custer  met  his  match,  112  years  ago.  Settled  just 
north  of  Yellowstone  Park  and  my  father  still  lives 
in  the  same  house  that  he  was  born  in  83  years 
ago.  We're  ground-based  people.  I  spent  34  years 
in  forest  fire  work.  Out  of  the  last  25  out  here 
at  the  National  Center  as  a  general  headquarters 
commander  and  went  all  over  the  nation,  all  over 
North  America  in  charge  of  all  kinds  of  incidents. 
But  I  want  you  to  know  there's  only  one  Owyhee 
County  that  is  completely  unique  in  the  world. 
Period.  That's  it,  that's  the  end  of  the  really 
preserved  U.S.  and  world. 

And  it's  unbelievable  to  me  that  that 
range  encompasses  their  land.  That  is  wrong.  Not 
okay.  And  if  anyone  who  makes  the  final  decision 


1  would  go  with  some  of  us  on  horseback  out  on  the 

2  ground,  get  down  on  your  knees  like  I  have,  you 

3  wouldn't  ever,  consider  it.  I  also  want  you  to  know 

4  that  I'm  an  ex-special  forces  person.  I  totally 

5  support  that  air  base.  They  make  me  completely 

6  proud  every  minute  of  every  day  and  I  thank  you  and 

7  I  support  a  range.  I  believe  you  do  need  that,  but 

8  please  don't  put  it  there. 

9  I'll  spend  all  the  energy  that  I've  got 

10  supporting  your  range,  but  put  it  someplace  else 

11  I'll  take  every  nickel  of  my  corporation  to  beat  it 

12  down  if  that's  where  you  want  it.  Thank  you. 

COLONEL  POPE:  Thank  you.  The  next  speaker  is 
14  Mr.  James  Olson. 


JAMES  OLSON, 


0080S8 


17  appeared  and  gave  the  following  statement: 


19  MR.  OLSON:  After  spending  over  32  years  of  my 

20  life  working  for  the  United  States  Air  Force,  it's 

21  sad  to  me  to  stand  before  you  people  this  evening 

22  to  . speak  out  in  opposition  of  the  leaders  in  the 

23  series  of  Air  Force  training  range  proposals. 

24  After  reading  the  Draft  Environmental 

25  Impact  Statement,  it  becomes  obvious  that  many 


impacts  won't  actually  be  known  until  after  a 
decision  has  been  made  regarding  proposals.  For 
example,  big  game  surveys  of  wintering  antelope  and 
mule  deer,  it  won't  be  done  until  sometime  this 
coming . winter .  The  EIS  says  that  no  one  even  knows 
where  one  herd  of  about  6,000  antelope  went  to. 

Interagency  agreements  regarding  road 
maintenance  for  the  77-80  miles  of  new  or  improved 
roads  will  also  be  done  later.  Plus  the  financial 
burden  for  road  maintenance  on  Owyhee  County  tax 
payers  is  unknown.  Weed  control,  including  related 
costs  and  who's  to  pay,  isn't  even  mentioned. 
Inadvertent  release  of  practice  bombs,  not 
mentioned.  Hazard  control  measures  associated  with 
the  planned  use  of  lasers  won't  be  looked  at  until 
later.  An  integrated  resource  management  plan, 
like  almost  everything  else,  will  be  done  later. 

To  me  there  is  an  irony  in  that  the 
proposal  will  allow  littering  the  countryside  with 
debris  from  an  estimated  25,000  flares  an  about 
49,000  chaff  bundles  per  year.  Each  of  which 
contain  up  to  3  million  aluminum- coated  fibers,  and 
yet  a  person  throwing  litter  out  the  window  of  a 
car  can  be  fined  hundreds  of  dollars. 

In  this  era  of  conservatism  and  fiscal 


belt  tightening,  it  seems  strange  the  Air  Force  is 
spending  millions  of  dollars  promoting  new  weapons 
delivery  and  electronic  warfare  range  that  the 
inspector  general  of  the  Department  of  Defense  has 
stated  it  is  not  needed.  There  is  an  obvious 
disconnect  of  the  Department  of  Defense  an  the  Air 


When  you  find  out  about  similar  range 
expansions,  efforts  that  are  going  on  around  the 
country,  it  seems  that  the  entire  issue  of  military 
training  ranges  is  out  of  control.  The  draft  EIS 
even  mentions  the  Navy  is  trying  to  withdraw 
189,000  acres  of  public  land  in  northcentral 


The  proposal  reminded  me  of  an  article  I 
recently  read  about,  some  rather  misleading 
information  Air  Force  General  Ralston  gave  some 

18  congressmen  about  about  the  proj-ected  numbers  of 

19  enemy  aircraft.  It  seems  the  General  included 
those  of  our  allies  as  well  as  those  that  came  off 
U.S.  production  lines.  Republican  Representative 
Curt  Weldon  from  Pennsylvania  was  quoted  as  saying, 

"There  has  been  a  lack  of  candor  in  the  whole 
process."  I  believe  that  same  lack  of  candor  is 
prevalent  with  regard  to  the  latest  Air  Force 
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training  range  proposal. 

I  suspect  that  even  the  ardent  range 
supporter  would  agree  that  averaging  noise  out  over 
a  24-hour  period  to  try  and  convince  you  it's  quiet 
i s  deceptive.  Just  think,  how  you  would  respond  to 

6  your  kids  if  they  tried  to  use  such  a  tactic  to 

7  convince  you  their  radio  tnusic  wasn't  too  loud? 

8  There  are  many  shortcomings  regarding  the 

9  proposal  that  1  would  like  to  tell  you  about,  but 

10  the  three  minute  gag  order  placed  on  range 

11  opponents  does  not  allow  me  to  go  into  any  details. 

12  Should  you  be  interested,  please  see  me  later. 

13  I'll  be  more  than  happy  to  chat  with  you  later. 

14  In  closing,  I  can  only  say  I  sincerely 

15  hope  this  latest  Air  Porce  proposal  does  not  become 

16  a  reality.  Thank  you  very  much. 

17  COLONEL  POPE:  Thank  you.  The  next  speaker  is 

18  Brian  Goller. 


GE-l  so 


BRIAN  GOLLER.  00S0D9 


21  appeared  and  gave  the  following  statement: 


23  MR.  GOLLER:  My  name  is  Brian  Goller.  I  live 

24  here  in  Boise,  Idaho.  I'm  a  member  of  the  Idaho 

25  Conservation  League,  board  of  directors  and  I'm 


capable  unit  anywhere  in  the  world  right  now."  And 
that's  with  current  training  opportunities. 

The  Inspector  General  of  the  Department 
of  Defense  issued  an  audit  report  in  1995  that 
concluded  that  additional  Air  Force  training  in 
Idaho  was  not  necessary.  It  stated  that  the 
training  needs  of  the  composite  wing  can  be  met 
with  existing  ranges,  an  that  the  creation  of  a 
range  in  Idaho  would  duplicate  existing  training 
resources.  It  pointed  out  that  the  Air  Force  had 
not  established  the  training  requirements  for  the 
composite  wing,  nor  had  they  proved  why  existing 
training  ranges  cannot  continue  to  provide 
composite  force  training.  The  report  also  stated 
that  the  cost/benefit  analysis  used  to  justify  the 
Idaho  training  range  was  not  valid. 

When  the  Air  Force  brought  the  composite 
18  wing  to  Mountain  Home,  they  stated  publicly  that 

existing  facilities  could  provide  the  wing  with  the 
training  they  needed,  and  they  have.  The  Air  Force 
is  currently  downsizing  with  fewer  pilots  an 
aircraft  to  train  than  in  the  past.  Existing 
ranges  are  underutilized.  The  Secretary  of  Defense 
has  never  said  why  this  proposed  range  is  necessary 
for  national  defense. 


speaking  for  the  board  of  directors  this  evening. 

’The  Air  Force  is  having  some  trouble  with 
its  credibility,  and  one  area  where  the  credibility 
is  strained  is  the  question  of  need.  It  is  no 
secret  by  now  that  what  the  Air  Force  wants  is  much 
more  than  a  12,000-acre  dummy  bombing  range.  What 
they  have  in  mind  is  a  full-fledged,  high-thread, 
supersonic  battlefield.  Including  bomb  targets, 
no-drop  targets,  a  million-acre  electronic  range, 
release  of  chaff  and  incendiary  flares  an  sonic 
booms.  All  these  factors  come  into  play  at  once 
during  composite  force  exercises  of  attack  and 

13  defend,  pursue  and  evade  in  the  millions  of  acres 

14  of  military  airspace  over  southwest  Idaho,  eastern 
Oregon,  and  northern  Nevada. 

Air  Force  wants  to  recreate  Desert  Storm 
in  the  Owyhee  canyon  lands,  but  they  have 
repeatedly  stated  on  the  record  that  they  do  not 
need  additional  training  facilities  in  Idaho.  The 
Air  Force  contends  that  the  range 
represents  "enhancement,  not  necessity,  and  that 
the  training  needs  of  the  composite  wing  are  being 
fully  met  with  the  facilities  currently  available 
to  it."  When  commander  General  Peck  has  by  now 
famously  stated  that  "we  are  the  most  combat 


The  Air  Force  says  that  they  need  this 
range  expansion  in  Idaho  for  realism,  but  they  are 
able  to  obtain  realistic  training  now.  They  say 
that  they  don't  want  to  have  to  refuel  every  tine 
they  go  out.  The  Inspector  General's  audit  report 
pointed  out  that  the  logistics  of  time  and  fuel 
management  including  the  rotation  of  aerial 
refueling  opportunities  are  important  skills  that 
must  be  included  in  the  wing's  training. 

The  ETI,  draft  EIS,  tells  us  that  the 
wing  practices  refueling  every  day  in  Idaho  air 
spacing  and  will  continue  to  do  so  even  if  they 
adopt  alternative  A.  the  no-action  alternative. 

The  Air  Force  says  that  they  need  the  new  range  for 
fuel  economy  and  to  save  wear  and  tear  on  the  air 
frames  but  the  wing  will  not  fly  fewer  hours  with 
the  new  range.  The  composite  wing  is  not  a  static 
18  entity;  it  is  dynamically  on  the  move  all  the  time, 
and  the  wing's  airplanes  are  flying  virtually 
nonstop.  The  other  area  of  -- 

COLONEL  POPE:  You  need  to  wrap  up  your 


MR.  GOLLER:  Okay.  I  was  going  to  make  some 
comments  about  the  draft  EIS;  I  would  like  to  make 
one  very  short  comment  regarding  some  of  the 
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1  information  that  was  put  up  here  earlier  in  the 

2  briefing  that  Colonel  Richie  did.  He  had  a  slide 

3  that  was  up  on  the  screen  there  for  a  while  and  it 

4  listed  resources  not  affected  by  this  proposal,  and 

5  included  in  those  resources  not  affected  by  this 

6  proposal  were  recreation  and  visual  resources, 

7  socioeconomic  resources,  and  land  use  and 

8  transportation  resource.  Now,  i  disagree  with  that 

9  and  I  think  that's  totally  inappropriate. 

10  in  closing,  1  would  like  to  just  say  that 

11  the  Air  Force  has  established  a  history  of 

12  attempting  to  conceal  the  impacts  of  their 

13  proposals  through  the  use  of  poor  science,  the 

14  failure  to  disclose  impacts,  and  failure  to 

15  evaluate  the  cumulative  impacts  of  related 

16  actions.  The  purpose  and  spirit  of  NEPA  is  full 

17  disclosure  and  I  don't  think  we  should  let  the  Air 

18  Force  get  away  with  anything  less. 

19  COLONEL  POPE:  Thank  you.  The  next  speaker  is 

20  Mr.  Wayne  Schwabrow. 


.  22  WAYNE  SCHWABROW  OCoi.00 

23  appeared  and  gave  the  following  statement: 


MR.  SCHWABROW:  My  name  is  Wayne  Schwarbrow 


from  Meridian,  Idaho.  I'm  speaking  for  myself. 

You  know  the  Air  Force  tried  this  --  have  been 
trying  it  for  years  and  years  to  get  the  bombing 
range  out  in  the  Owyhees.  Number  one:  I  have  an 
IQ  of  about  45,  but  I'm  smart  enough  to  say  that 
the  Air  Force  is  wrong.  Saylor  Creek,  you  take 
Saylor  Creek,  the  Air  Force  is  planting  sagebrush 
out  there  trying  to  get  it  back  to  cheat  grass.  I 
farmed  and  ranched  for  most  of  my  life,  and  I'm 
going  to  tell  you  right  now  that's  sparse  ground; 
everybody  in  here  will  be  dead  and  your  kids  will 
be  dead  before  you  get  one  sagebrush  brush  out 
there.  I  can  guarantee  it.  And  that's  what  we're 
all  here  for. 

We're  not  against  the  Air  Force.  We're 
just  wanting  to  protect  what's  ours.  The  Owyhees 
are  ours,  all  of  us.  We  love  it  out  there.  It's 
18  part  of  their  heritage  and  now  it's  part  of  our 
heritage.  We're  not  against  the  Air  Force,  but 
give  the  people  of  Idaho  and  Nevada,  both  of  us  are 
in  here  together,  a  chance  to  say  go  out  there  and 
enjoy  our  lives.  That's  all  we  ask.  We  don't  want 
a  jet  to  fly  200  feet  above  us.  They  don't  want 
that  when  they're  out  there  in  the  Owyhees.  Their 
ancestors  are  buried  out  there. 


1  Judge  Lodge's  ruling  that  a  combined  AFEIS  be 

2  prepared  that  includes  an  analysis  of  the  ITR  and 

3  also  moving  the  composite  wing  to  Mountain  Home  Air 

4  Force  Base.  And  so  as  far  at  I'm  concerned  we're 

5  just  going  round  and  round  and  round.  You  keep 

6  changing  the  proposal  but  it's  the  same  thing  and 

7  at  the  same  time.  You  haven't  even  complied  with  a 

8  federal  judge's  order. 

I  9  The  second  point  is  questioning  the 

llO  purpose  and  need  for  the  action  since  there  really 

11  is  no  need  for  the  ITR.  The  training  needs  of  the 

12  composite  wing  obviously  can  be  met  with  existing 

13  ranges  and  resources  because  you've  been  proposing 

14  for  eight  years  now  some  kind  of  training  range  in 

15  the  Owyhee  canyon  lands  country,  and  for  the  last 

16  eight  years  you've  been  training.  You  know,  I 

17  guess  it  seems  everything  is  fine.  You're 

18  training.  Every  day  people  go  out.  I've  been 

19  buzzed  out  there.  I've  almost  got  blasted  off  a 

20  cliff  in  the  east  fork  of  the  Owyhee  one  time 

21  because  you  claim  you  don't  fly  low  level,  but  I 

22  almost  got  knocked  off  a  cliff  by  one  of  your  jets 

23  once.  And  that's  not  exactly  a  nice  feeling  when 

24  you're  out  there  for  solitude. 

25  The  third  point  is  I  question  the 
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1 

adequacy  of  the  EIS  considering  that  it  seems  the 

1 

2 

Air  Force,  or  at  least  the  preparers  of  the  EIS 

2 

3 

have  not  been  basically  giving  a  full  disclosure  of 

3 

BI-70 

4 

the  information.  One  thing  that  came  up,  it  was 

GE-2  4 

CRAIG  GEHRKE,  00S102 

5 

even  in  the  papers,  was  the  bighorn  sheep 

5 

appeared  and  gave  the  following  statement: 

6 

information.  Seems  that  when  an  adverse  impact  or 

6 

7 

the  scientific  data  reveals  that  there  might  be  an 

7 

MR.  GEHRKE:  My  name  is  Craig  Gehrke  and  I'm 

8 

adverse  impact  on  the  resources  out  there,  that 

8 

the  regional  director  of  the  Idaho  office  of  the 

9 

that  information  was  being  with  held  from  the  EIS. 

9 

Wilderness  Society.  The  wilderness  Society  will 

10 

I  remind  you  that  NEPA  and  the  EIS  are  supposed  to 

10 

submit  more  detailed  comments  on  the  ETI  before  the 

11 

be  a  full  disclosure  of  all  the  information.  Not 

11 

comment  period  closes.  Tonight  we  would  just  like 

12 

just  what  the  Air  Force  or  SAIC  decides  to  be  the 

12 

to  talk  about  the  question  of  need. 

13 

impacts  the  public  can  be  notified  about. 

13 

U.S.  Air  Force  has  never  established  a 

14 

And  I  guess  my  last  point  is  I'm  getting 

PN-1 

14 

need  for  any  additional  military  facilities  in 

IS 

tired  of  this  and  the  Owyhee  Canyon  lands,  the 

15 

southwest  Idaho.  To  the  contrary,  the  Air  Force 

16 

Brur.eau,  the  Jarbidge -Owyhee  country  is  dear  to  my 

16 

continually  states  that  the  use  of  existing  ranges 

17 

heart  and  it's  some  of  the  most  wild,  spectacular 

17 

is  adequate  to  the  U.S.  training  needs  for  Mountain 

X  8 

country  in  the  United  States.  And  just  take  your 

18 

Home  Air  Force  Base.  Two  separate  government 

19 

training  range  somewhere  else.  I  support  the 

19 

reports  examining  the  need  for  a  new  military  range 

20 

no-action  alternative.  Alternative  A.  Thank  you. 

PN-14 

20 

found  that  such  a  range  was  redundant  with  existing 

21 

COLONEL  POPES  Thank  you.  Mr.  Craig  Gehrke . 

21 

Air  Force  assets,  failed  to  be  justified  under  a 

22 

22 

cost/benefit  analysis,  was  unneeded  for  training 

23 

23 

and  would  duplicate  facilities  already  available  at 

24 

24 

the  nearby  Utah  Test  and  Training  Range. 

2  S 

25 

In  1983  the  Assistant  Secretary  of 

299 

300 

1 

Defense  stated  that  the  existing  Saylor  Creek 

1 

Mountain  Home  had  trained  adequately  and  become 

2 

training  range  near  Mountain  Home  can  support  the 

2 

combat  ready.  The  Wilderness  Society  is  not  going 

3 

day-to-day  training  performed  by  composite  wings. 

3 

to  support  any  additional  military  activities  in 

4 

He  explained  that  large-scale  exercises  would  use 

4 

the  Owyhee  canyon  lands.  The  canyon  lands  are  a 

5 

existing  large  ranges  like  Utah  Test  and  Training 

5 

place  of  solitude,  a  place  of  wild  lands,  a  place 

6 

or  Nellis  Range.  He  added  that  the  large-scale 

6 

of  wild  rivers  and  a  place  of  silence.  They  are 

7 

training  at  distant  ranges  provided  an  opportunity 

7 

not  a  place  of  war. 

8 

to  incorporate  tanker  support  to  the  mission 

e 

COLONEL  POPE:  Thank  you.  The  next  speaker 

9 

training  and  add  realism  to  that  type  of  training. 

9 

would  be  Miss  Katie  Fite. 

10 

In  1995  Air  Force  officials  were  quoted 

10 

11 

as  saying  that  all  training  requirements  for  pilots 

GE-m 

KATIE  FITE,  00S103 

12 

at  Mountain  Home  were  being  met  by  Saylor  Creek  and 

12 

appeared  and  gave  the  following  statement; 

13 

the  Utah,  Nellis,  and  Fallon  ranges.  If  you  take 

13 

14 

the  Utah  testing  training  range,  Nellis,  and  Fallon 

14 

MISS  FITE:  I'm  Katie  Fite.  I  live  in 

15 

and  combine  them  together.  Mountain  Home  and  the 

15 

Boise,  Idaho.  And  I'm  speaking  as  a  concerned 

16 

military  have  38,000  square  miles  of  airspace  and 

16 

citizen  and  recreational  user  of  public  lands  in 

17 

over  four  million  acres  of  land  dedicated  to 

17 

Idaho,  Oregon,  and  Nevada.  Three  million  acres 

18 

military  use.  Enough  is  enough. 

18 

which  will  be  directly  impacted  by  this  proposal. 

19 

The  audit  report  quoted  that  the  Air 

19 

I  have  spent  a  lot  of  hours  on  the  ground 

20 

Force  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff,  Plans  and  Operations, 

20 

in  these  areas  and  already  Air  Force  training 

21 

stating  that  the  composite  wing  has  met  its 

21 

activity  is  already  at  an  unreasonable  and  totally 

22 

training  needs  using  existing  Saylor  Creek  range. 

22 

annoying  level.  The  Air  Force  has  never 

23 

existing  airspace  and  existing  tactical  ranges  in 

23 

demonstrated  a  need  for  this  bombing  range 

24 

Utah  and  Nevada.  The  Deputy  Chiefs  of  Staff  stated 

24 

proposal.  Instead  it's  a  giant  land  grab.  The  ETI 

25 

that  with  these  existing  assets,  the  pilots  of 

25 

1 

proposal  to  turn  the  Owyhee  canyon  lands  into  a 

1 _ 

_ 
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supersonic  hell  complete  with  dangerous  high-tech 
weaponry.  What  kind  of  weaponry?  Well,  we  have 
lasers.  If  humans  or  animals  look  at  lasers  they 
can  become  blind.  We  have  thread  emitters.  And 
basically  thread  emitters  fry  human  cells  and  body 
tissues  and  those  30-plus  emitter  sites  peppered 
all  over  the  Bruneau/Jarbidge  country,  they  will 
indeed  cause  great  harm  to  all  who  come  very  close 
to  them. 

But  it's  not  only  that.  I  don't  know  how 
many  people  here  are  familiar  with  the  Grasmere 
radar  facility.  I'm  just  going  to  use  this  as  an 
example  to  show  what  each  one  of  these  30  emitter 
sices  or  anything  the  Air  Force  gets  in  this 
country  will  turn  into.  In  the  mid-eighties  the 
Air  Force  applied  to  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
for  categorical  exclusion  to  park  a  mobile  emitter 
on  top  of  a  hill  near  Grasmere.  Well,  it  went  from* 
that,  with  no  public  review,  to  what  is  out  there 
now.  Many,  many  buildings,  a  high  tower, 
supersophist icated  radar,  and  thread  emitters.  And 
in  the  -meant ime ,  the  Air  Force  has  never  consulted 
with  the  BLM  before  making  any  changes  out  there 
even  though  the  terms  of  their  agreement  said  they 
have  to.  They  have  acted,  they  have  done,  and  they 


have  taken  and  then  they  have  gotten  approval  and  a 
few  nasty  letters  after  they  have  done  these 


They  spill  thousands  of  gallons  of  diesel 
fuel  out  there;  it  disappeared  into  a  crack  in  the 
basalt.  During  the  impromptu  visit  to  the  site 
last  fall  with  some  other  folks,  we  were  met  at  the 
gate  by  an  Air  Force  sergeant  or  some  person 
some  Air  Force  personnel  who  was  out  there  and  he 
was  chatting  with  us  and  he  proudly  mentioned  that 
yeah,  we  have  British  and  Canadian  Air  Force  -- 
whatever  they  are  called  --  military  planes  flying 
over  right  now  using  the  facility. 

So,  you  know,  does  Canada  not  have  enough 
airspace  that  they  can't  train  their  own  pilots 
there?  Why  do  we  in  Idaho  have  to  give  our 
airspace  and  our  solitude  and  wilderness  areas  to 
foreign  pilots  to  train  in?  Another  thing 
associated  with  this  radar  facility  is  the 
lighting.  One  of  the  things  those  of  us  who  go  to 
the  Owyhee  canyon  lands  really  cherish  is  the 
solitude  and  wildness  of  the  area.  I  can  be  camped 
in  Upper-Sheep  Creek,  across  the  Nevada  border,  and 
look  north  and  I  can  see  the  lights  of  Grasmere  on 
the  hill  at  night.  This  is  what  we  can  expect  all 


GE-lii 


over  that  country  if  the  Air  Force  gets  this 
expanded  training  in  Idaho. 

I  support  the  no-action  alternative  and  I 
look  forward  to  the  day  when  the  Air  Force  comes  in 
front  of  us  with  a  proposal  to  take  training  back 
to  the  levels  of  the  mid-eighties  or  before.  Thank 


COLONEL  POPE:  The  next  speaker  is  Mr.  John 


JOHN  MCCARTHY 


OOS104 


12  appeared  and  gave  the  following  statement: 


14  MR.  MCCARTHY:  Good  evening.  I'm 

15  John  McCarthy  of  Boise.  I'm  the  conservation 

16  director  of  the  Idaho  Conservation  League,  ICL  and 

17  I  speak  for  the  group,  which  is  the  largest  state 

J.8  conservation  group  in  Idaho.  ICL  opposes  the 

19  so-called  training  range,  the  ETI .  ICL  opposed 

20  both  the  earlier  versions  of  the  bombing 

21  range/training  range.  The  members  of  ICL  think  the 

22  Air  Force  should  stop  trying  to  take  over  our 

23  public  land  for  unneeded  and  intrusive  training,  at 

24  the  expense  of  the  land's  true  worth. 

25  Conservationists  do  not  think  supersonic 


war  games  and  the  Owyhee  canyon  lands  are  a  good 
mix.  The  Owyhees  are  well  suited  for  solitude, 
wilderness,  wildness,  wild  creatures,  recreation 
things  like  contemplation.  None  of  these 
attributes  are  compatible  with  the  military 
overflights  you  propose.  The  wildlife  will  be 
destroyed  with  proposed  overflights,  the  chaff 
drops,  the  expanded  equipment  stations,  the  lights, 
the  roads. 

How  can  you  measure  or  value  these 
qualities  of  wildness,  wilderness,  solitude, 
recreation,  wildlife,  freedom?  I'm  not  sure  how  to 
measure  these  irreplaceable  values,  but  I  am  sure 
you,  the  Air  Force,  have  not  measured  what  will  be 
lost  in  your  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
on  the  ETI.  The  DEIS  doesn't  tell  us  what  we  will 
lose.  And  what  we  get  --  an  aerial  battleground  -- 
is  not  needed,  but  acknowledgment  of  the  Air  Force. 

People  have  lived  in  the  Owyhees  for 
thousands  of  years.  Some  of  us  will  continue  to 
live  here.  You  all  in  the  Air  Force  who  are 
working  on  this  version  of  the  never-ending  Air 
Force  scheme  to  take  over  our  land,  you  all  will  be 
gone  in  one  or  two  or  three  years.  We  want  to  stay 
here.  We  want  our  land  to  not  be  besieged  by 
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1  bombers,  and  fighter  jets  and  flares,  and  chaff  and 

2  ground  crews  and  radar  towers  and  power  stations 

3  and  truck  convoys  and  all  the  rest. 

4  We  hope  to  still  be  here  in  10  years,  20 

5  years,  even  more.  we  know  ve  will  be  better  off 

€  without  a  bombing  range.  Our  land  and  our 

7  communities  will  benefit  from  our  wild  Owyhee 

6  Canyon  lands.  Our  people  will  be  driven  out  by  a 

9  bombing  range.  It  is  time  to  give  it  up  and  get 

10  off  our  land.  Don't  make  us  citizens  continue  to 

11  spend  our  time  fighting  with  our  government  to 

12  protect  our  own  land.  All  of  us  could  and  should 

13  be  spending  our  time  doing  something  far  more 

14  productive  and  useful  than  fighting  over  this 

15  proposed  training  range.  Give  it  up  and  be  heroes. 

16  COLONEL  POPE;  Thank  you.  The  next  speaker  is 

17  Mr,  Roger  Turcotte. 


19  ROGER  TURCOTTE ,  008105 

20  appeared  and  gave  the  following  statement: 

21 

22  MR.  TURCOTTE:  I  don't  really  have  any 

23  prepared  statement.  I'm  just  a  --  my  is 

24  Roger  Turcotte.  I'm  a  citizen  of  Boise  and  just 

25  wanted  to  say  a  few  words  having  had  some 


experience.  I'm  obviously  a  minority  here,  but  1 
spent  the  last  three  years,  or  retired  a  year  ago 
after  20  years  in  the  Air  Porce  and  I  flew  fighters 
for  19  of  those  20  years.  Not  only  in  Idaho,  but 
in  Alaska,  Korea,  Philippines  around  the  world, 
really,  Nevada,  Florida  all  the  places  that  were 
mentioned.  And  I  guess  I  feel  like  I'm  in  a 
different  world.  I  never  realized  that  I  destroyed 
so  much  peace,  quite,  sheep,  countryside,  you  name 
it.  It  certainly  it  a  different  perspective. 

But  I  would  like  to  say  something  about 
the  airspace  having  flown  in  it  for  three  years, 
and  it  is  valuable  airspace,  and  it  does  provide 
great  training.  If  you  look  at  the  airspace, 
though,  at  least  from  my  perspective  someone  who's 
flown  there,  and  you  look  at  the  utilization  of 
it.  When  you  look  at  where  Saylor  Creek  is,  it 

sits  up  there  in  a  corner.  If  you  take  this  room, 

it's  the  corner  up  there  where  the  screen  is  and  in 

the  middle  of  the  airspace  is  the  Duck  Valley 
Indian  Reservation  which  everyone  avoids  and 
rightfully  so. 

And  the  Air  Force  has  not  always  been,  in 
the  past,  good  stewards  of  that  and  have  become  a 
lot  more  sensitive  to  that,  at  least  since  I've 


been  there.  We  put  the  fear  of  God  into  people 
when  I  was  there  if  you  flew  into  the  airspace. 
Because  it's  just  like  everything,  you  ruin  it  for 
everyone  else  and  the  people  that  live  here  and 
understand  the  sensitivity  of  it  and  the  importance 
of  it  respect  that.  And  not  everyone  does  and 
that's  true  no  matter  what  you're  in,  but  you  put 
the  fear  of  God  in  people  and  if  they  do  violate 
they  go  in  to  see  the  general,  and  they  get 
grounded  they  get  sent  home. 

But  the  one  thing  that  people  brought  up, 
we  have  different  people  come  in  here,  the  Marines, 
the  Navy,  or  the  Canadians  or  the  Brits,  or 
whatever.  The  Air  Force  trains  with  all  of  those 
people  as  part  of  we're  all  one  team,  you  know,  to 
defend  a  nation,  and  the  different  services  they 

17  provide  adversaries  and  we  get  mutual  training  out 

18  of  it  when  they  do  that.  It's  not  an  uncommon 

19  thing  wherever  you're  at. 

And  the  airspace  whether  you're  here 

everyone  always  aays  do  it  somewhere  else,  I  don't 
want  it  in  my  backyard.  And  if  you  go  to  Nevada 
and  you  talk  to  the  folks  down  there  where  the 
Nellis  ranges  are,  you'll  get  the  same  thing.  And 
there  were  more  restrictions  and  circles  and  when 


you  fly  there,  you  know,  it's  bad  from  that 
perspective.  And  the  same  thing  if  you  go  to  Utah, 
Utah  Test  ir.g/Training  Range.  Why  do  we  want  to  fly 
close  right  here,  30  miles  away  from  the  range? 
Well,  if  you  spend  all  that  fuel,  it's  like,  if  you 
lived  in  Twin  Falls  and  you  had  to  drive  every  day, 
and  you  only  have  eight  hours  to  work  with,  it 
takes  you  two  hours  to  get  there,  you  only  get  four 
hours  of  work,  and  it  takes  you  two  hours  to  come 

home  and  you  spend  a  lot  of  time  in  dead-time,  you 

know,  on  the  road.  And  you're  not  getting  a  good 
return  on  your  investment  on  the  fuel  that  the  tax 
payers  are  paying  for  and  the  time  instead  of 
training  guys  when  you're  out  there. 

When  I  flew  in  Alaska  it  was  a  long  ways 
to  the  training  range  and  we  spent  a  lot  of  time, 
you  know,  driving  back  and  forth.  And  we  do  use 
18  Utah  Testing/Training  Range  in  Utah.  And  we  also 
use  the  Nellis  ranges,  or  the  Air  Force  does  now, 
and  they  have  over  the  past  few  years.  It's  -- 

there  is  a  lot  of  good  training  and  I  think  one  of 

the  things  from  my  perspective  was,  we  inherited 
the  airspace  at  a  different  time  in  technology  to  a 
certain  extent,  and  some  of  it  is  to  just  realign 
some  of  the  bottle  necks  with  the  way  the  airspace 
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1  is.  And  if  you  do,  for  example,  put  the  north  end 

2  portion  on  there,  you  will  actually  spread  out  some 

3  of  the  flights  and  density  just  because  of  the  way 

4  people  are  funneled  together  in  the  range  itself. 

5 

6  COLONEL  POPE:  Okay  you  need  to  stop.  Thank 

7  you.  D.  Mike  Barton. 

6 

l  9  D.  MICHAEL  BARTON,  0081GG 

10  appeared  and  made  the  following  statement: 


12  MR.  BARTON:  My  name  is  Mike  Barton.  I  reside 

13  in  Boise,  Idaho.  I've  been  using  the  Owyhee  County 

14  and  the  areas  in  question  for  the  bombing  range  for 

15  over  30  years,  and  have  been  a  member  of  the 

16  hunting  and  conservation  groups  or  a  variety  of 

17  those  in  the  state  of  Idaho. 

18  My  primary  concern  is  we  have  not  still 

19  or  have  not  still  been  addressed  properly  as  no 

20  other  option,  other  than  alternative  A,  is  able  to 

21  do.  Sage  grouse  habitat  loss  potential  for  fires 

22  in  .various  aspects  of  the  range,  adding  additional 

23  roads  for  emitter  sites  surely  have  an  effect  on 

24  this,  as  well  as  many  other  aspects  of  the  range. 

25  Loss  of  bighorn  sheep  habitat.  You  don't  have  to 


go  any  further  than  what  the  Statesman  said  today 
and  I'm  not  sure  anybody  brought  that  up  today. 

And  I  quote,  "Sheep  are  most  sensitive  during 
lambing  seasons,  which  begins  in  late  winter  and 
runs  through  July.  But  the  Air  Force  doesn't  want 
to  rule  out  flights  during  lambing  season." 

My  other  concerns  are  loss  of  solitude. 
Again,  sonic  booms  continue  to  occur  even  over  the 
Duck  Valley  Indian  Reservation  as  we  speak.  That’s 
basically  something  that  has  not  been  stop  even  as 
now.  Air  Force's  poor  ability  to  adhere  to  what 
they  have  said  in  the  two  particular  previous 
statements  are  obvious  examples  of  that.  Loss  of 
wild  and  scenic  areas  are  obviously  a  concern. 

Chaff  affects  hunting  dogs  and  people.  I'm  a 
veterinarian  by  trade.  These  chemicals  that  the 
chaff  give  off  are  no  fun  in  the  nose  or  anywhere 
18  else  in  the  respiratory  tract. 

Adding  additional  roads  to  this  area  are 
obviously  a  concern.  There  is  obviously  no, 
additional  need  for  this  range,  and  obviously  a  lot 
of  people  are  moving  into  this  state.  About  30,000 
a  year.  I  am  highly  in  support  of  alternative  A, 
the  no-action,  and  see  no  other  alternative.  Thank 
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COLONEL  POPE:  Thank  you.  Next  speaker  will 
be  Dianne  Jones. 


DIANNE  JONES,  00S1G7 
appeared  and  gave  the  following  statement: 


9  MISS  JONES:  My  name  is  Dianne  Jones  and  I 

10  live  here  in  Boise.  when  I  think  about  this 

11  bombing  range  I  think  about  an  experience  that  I 

12  had  a  number  of  years  ago  that  sticks  in  my  mind. 

13  I  was  on  top  of  Steen's  mountain  over  in  eastern 

14.  Oregon  lying  on  my  stomach  looking  over  the  edge  of 

15  the  mountain  at  the  desert  below,  when  all  of  the 

16  sudden  I  felt  a  presence  over  my  head,  not  very  far 

17  I  must  say,  and  as  the  jet  shot  up  into  the  blue 

18  above  the  desert  I  heard  the  roar.  It  was  an 

19  experience  destroyed  for  me.  Now  that’s  only 

20  happened  once.  I  don't  live  out  there  like  the 

21  mountain  sheep  and  the  other  wildlife.  I  do 

22  believe  that  that  experience  of  the  flights  that 

23  are  taking  place  now  which  you're  proposing  to 

24  increase  for  this  extended  bombing  range/extended 

25  training  range  amount  to  pollution. 


The  idea,  I  take  it,  is  that  this 
extended  training  range  is  needed  somehow  to 
protect  our  international  defense,  to  protect  our 
country.  But  yet  at  the  same  time  we're  polluting 
what  we  say  that  we're  protecting  with  this 
extended  training  range  and  it  makes  absolutely  no 
sense  and  so  I  support  alternative  A.  Thank  you. 


COLONEL  POPE:  Thank  you.  Michael  Jones. 


MICHAEL  JONES. 


00S1GS 


12  appeared  and  gave  the  following  statement: 


14  MR.  JONES:  My  name  is  Michael  Jones.  I  live 

15  in  Boise.  I  was  born  in  Caldwell,  and  like  a  lot 

16  of  other  people  in  this  part  of  the  country,  when  I 

17  was  young  I  had  no  particular  regard  for  the  desert 

18  and  the  Owyhee  country.  And  I  had  a  physics 

19  teacher  in  high  school  from  Homedale  and  he  talked 

20  about  how  beautiful  it  feels  to  ride  out  in  the 

21  desert,  and  I  remember  me  saying,  "What?  The 

22  desert  is  not  beautiful.  Mountains  are  beautiful, 

23  the  trees  are  beautiful,  but  not  sagebrush." 

24  But  that  planted  a  seed  in  my  mind.  And 

25  I  came  to  actually  love  the  Owyhee  country.  And 
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it's  something,  being  out  in  that  country,  it's 
something  you  can't  appreciate  when  you're  in  a  jet 
flying  over  it.  And  it  truly  is  unique  and  you 
truly  should  leave  it  alone  to  the  extent  that  it's 
already  left  alone.  And  I  can  think  of  some  other 
things  to  aay,  but  I'll  spare  those  things. 


COLONEL  POPE:  Thank  you.  And  Kara  Pettit. 


KARA  PETTIT, 


oosioy 


12  appeared  and  made  the  following  statements 


MISS  PETTIT: 


from  Boise.  I  support  the 


15  no-action  alternative.  As  Mr.  Olson,  I  believe  his 

16  name  was,  so  eloquently  pointed  out  before,  I,  also 

17  when  I  was  reading  the  EIS,  came  up  with  a  lot  of 

18  empty  answers.  It  seems  very  incomplete  based  on 

19  invalid  and  unsupported  assumptions.  Particularly, 

20  in  the  area  of  wildlife  and  recreation  I  find  it 

21  very  difficult  to  believe  that  there  will  be  no 

22  affect  on  recreation,  no  affect  on  air  quality,  and 

23  no  affect  on  socioeconomic  impact. 

24  Even  considering  the  inadequacy  in  the 

25  EIS  there's  still  significant  negative  impacts  that 


1  are  pointed  out.  There  is  sensitive  species  in 

2  each  alternative  except  in  the  no-action 

3  alternative.  There  are  wetlands  in  two  of  the 

4  alternatives,  Grasmere  and  Clover  Butte.  There  are 

5  the  22  wilderness  study  areas.  Jarbidge  Wilderness 

6  area  I  did  not  see  very  much  on  what  the  effect 

7  would  be  on  that  area.  And  it  seems  to  me  that  it 
6  comes  down  to  just  a  balancing  of  the  need  for  the 
9  training  area  versus  the  impacts.  And  the  EIS 

10  points  very  solidly  to  me  that  the  need  is  greatly 

11  outweighed  by  the  negative  impacts  that  have  been 

12  identified  to  date.  And  again,  as  I  said  before 

13  and  what  Mr.  Olson  more  specifically  pointed  out, 

14  that  we  still  don't  know  quite  a  few  of  the  impacts 

15  and  most  of  the  impacts  or  the  no-impacts  that  are 

16  identified  are  based  on  assumptions  that  really 

17  have  no  basis.  So  I  again  support  the  no-action 

18  alternative.  Thank  you. 

19  COLONEL  POPE:  Mr.  Russ  Thurov. 


RUSS  THUROW, 


OOSliO 


22  appeared  and  gave  the  following  statement: 


MR.  THUROW:  I'm  Russ  Thurow.  I'm  a  resident 

of  Ada  County.  I'll  be  submitting  more  specific 


comments  on  the  EIS  at  a  later  time.  I  want  to 
take  this  opportunity  to  comment  on  a  couple  of 
items  though. 

The  first  one  is  the  potential  affects  of 
this  proposal  on  resources.  I've  had  the  pleasure 
of  hiking  and  floating  drainages  of  the  Owyhee, 
Bruneau,  Jacks  Creek,  Wickahoney  Creek  areas  and 
I've  enjoyed  the  unique  diversity  of  wildlife  in 
those  areas,  and  I'd  like  to  make  a  couple  of 
specific  comments  on  bighorn  sheep. 

People  may  not  realize  that  bighorn 
sheep,  historically,  are  one  of  the  most  widely 
distributed  big  game  species  in  the  state  of 
Idaho.  Human  activities  have  summarily  fragmented 
those  populations  and  reduced  the  distribution  of 
them.  The  Owyhees  and  the  Bruneau  and  Jarbidge 

17  country  represent  some  of  the  best  remaining  areas 

18  for  bighorn  sheep  and  there  is  a  lot  of  remaining 
opportunities  to  reintroduce  bighorn  sheep  and  they 
really  represent  the  unique  opportunity  in  that 


I  would  also  like  to  comment  on  the 
solitude  of  the  area.  I've  only  gotten  a  taste  of 
that  country,  and  my  family  and  I  certainly  want  to 
spend  a  lot  more  time  exploring  other  areas.  And 


the  use  proposed  in  this  expansion  is  totally 
incompatible  with  both  those  wildlife  values  and 
chose  recreation  and  solitude  values.  And  I'd  like 
to  point  out,  I  guess,  to  the  retired  Air  Force 
pilot  a  few  minutes  ago  If  he  doesn't  understand 
the  concern  about  his  overflights,  perhaps  he  needs 
to  get  down  on  the  ground  and  experience  some  of 
those  resources  to  see  why  we  are  so  concerned 
about  some  of  chose  things. 

Finally,  as  it  has  been  pointed  out,  the 
Air  Force  has  really  been  inconsistent  on  the 
purpose  of  need  for  this  proposal  the  evidence 
13  suggests  that  existing  ranges  are  more  than 

adequate.  Existing  ranges  in  Idaho  and  existing 
ranges  in  Utah  and  Nevada.  So  looking  at  the 
potential  effects  and  the  fact  that  there's  no 
clear  need,  the  no*aetion  alternative  is  really  the 
18  only  one  that  makes  sense.  It's  my  understanding 
that  this  is  the  fourth  proposal  in  about  eight 
years.  My  wife  and  I  have  attended  several 
different  hearings.  We've  written  letters,  we've 
testified,  and  again,  as  a  retired  Air  Force  person 
said  a  few  minutes  ago  wherever  you  go  it's  the 
same.  You  go  to  Nevada  and  you  hear  the  same 
thing.  You  go  to  Utah  you  hear  the  same  thing. 
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1  Well,  I  would  ask  chat  the  Air  Force 

2  listen  to  this  public  testimony  and  get  the 

3  message.  There  are  greater  values  to  these  lands 

4  than  these  proposals  understand.  Thank  you. 


COLONEL  POPE:  Thank  you.  This  card  was 
handed  to  me  late  and  it's  Jack  Streeter. 


[  9  JACK  STREETER,  OOSlil 

10  appeared  and  gave  the  following  statement: 


12  MR.  STREETER:  Well,  my  folks  come  out  here 

13  with  Kit  Carson  and  we  traded  with  the  Indians  for 

14  a  long  time  and  I  know  that  fellow  with  the 

15  mustache,  he  used  to  work  with  one  of  the 

16  congressmen,  yeah. 

1?  Well,  anyway.  You  always  talk  about  the 

18  Air  Force.  Well,  I  just  got  back  from  Washington, 

19  D.C.  and  the  conversation  around  the  latrines  in 

20  the  pentagon  was,  do  you  suppose  it  all  started  in 

21  Korea  or  Bosnia.  Why? 

22  Well,  Bosnia  releases  some  guy  that  we 

23  walk  around  with  in  the  daytime  as  a  protection  for 

24  the  operation  that's  over  there.  He  walks  around 

25  in  the  nighttime  and  shoots  other  people.  Now,  all 


it  takes  to  start  a  war  is  Cor  some  American  to  see 
some  guy  shoot  another  American  and  he's  going  to 
shoot  an  American.  And  that's  just  the  way  the 
world  is  and  I  think  you  would  agree  too.  Koreans, 
we  either  got  to  feed  them,  fight  them,  or  we  got 
to  get  them  to  join  South  Korea. 

Now,  you  talk  about  the  Air  Force  all  the 
time.  You  talk  about  a  guy  in  the  infantry  and 
he's  getting  the  hell  shot  out  of  him  and  he  asks 
for  air  support,  he  thinks  those  guys  are  damn 
nice.  Been  there.  Done  that.  Three  wars. 

Now,  when  I  see  a  map  and  it  says  U.S.  on 
it  it  means  all  of  us  and  all  the  bureaucracies 
that  we've  got,  some  of  which  I  hate,  and  all  of 
the  people  with  some  of  their  screw.y  ideas,  but  it 
means  we  all  get  to  use  that  land.  And  the  Air 
Force  is  a  multiple-use  concept  for  the  rockhounds, 
the  deer  hunters,  everything.  I've  been  out  there 
all  over  that  damn  thing  and  I've  mined  in  Nevada. 
I've  farmed  and  ranched  in  Idaho.  And  I  spent  25 
years  in  the  service  starting  out  in  the  Army. 

The  United  States  Department  of  Defense, 
the  United  States  Air  Force,  and  other  government 
agencies  involved  in  determining  the  most 
beneficial,  the  most  reasonable  way  to  equip  and 


maintain  a  composite  wing  with  an  electronic 
training  range  has  been  decided  that  chat  should  be 
Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base  as  the  headquarters. 
The  home  off  the  most  advanced  composite  training 
wing  in  the  world  at  this  time.  That's  a  fact. 

This  wing  is  tasked  to  immediately  respond  to 
outbreaks  throughout  the  world  that  adversely 
0  affect  this  country. 

First  of  all,  you  got  to  have  a  country 
and  then  you  got  to  have  some  sort  of  a  military  to 
save  it.  You  ought  to  remember  that.  That  Air 
Force's  study  plan  reworked  the  requirements  and 
have  come  up  three  proposals,  one  of  which  will 
meet  their  needs  adequately,  protect  our  way  of 
life,  and  have  the  least  expense  and  maintenance. 
And  to  get  their  commitment  to  a  training  range 
that  embodies  the  mulitple-use  concept  where 
hunters,  fishermen,  rockhounds,  cattlemen, 
sightseers,  and  so  forth  can  use  the  same  area  for 
both  profit  and  scenery  of  all  kinds  and  to  protect 
the  area  for  our  posterity.  This  is  all  in  the 
concept-  that  the  Air  Force  has  studied.  They've 
given  you  three  of  them  to  pick  from. 
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1  COLONEL  POPE:  Mr.  Streeter  is  the  last  person 

2  I've  had.  Anyone  in  the  room  who's  already 

3  identified  themselves  to  be  a  speaker  that  I  have 

4  not  called? 

5  All  right.  Is  there  anyone  who  has  not 
€  identified  themselves  who  would  like  to  make  a 

7  statement  tonight?  And  would  someone  like  a 

8  second  chance?  Is  there  anyone  who  went  past  the 

9  allotted  time  period  and  wanted  to  go  for  a  few 

10  more  minutes?  And  so. if  there  is  someone  who  would 

11  like  to  make  additional  comments  please  identify 

12  yourself. 


GE-1 14 


DAVID  WELCH,  00S112 


15  appeared  again  and  made  the  following  statements: 


17  HR.  WELCH:  I'm  David  Welch  from  Boise.  I 

18  don't  understand  what  part  of"NO*  the  Air  Force 

19  doesn't  understand.  At  this  point,  after  all  these 

20  years  of  harassing,  I'm  starting  to  feel  like  women 

21  that  I  have  talked  to,  and  I  know  who  have  been 

22  told  by  the  men  who  rape  them,  your  mouth 

23  said,  "no"  but  your  ayes  said, "yes".  That's  one 

24  comment . 

25  The  other  comment  is  that  I  felt  that  we 


were  assured  that  there  would  be  no  personal 
attacks  on  anyone.  I  didn't  appreciate  the  one 
man's  remarks  toward  the  representatives,  toward 
the  State  Senator  King  from  Elmore  County  and  I 
didn't  appreciate  Hr.  Streeter's  comments.  We  love 
this  country.  What  are  we  doing?  We  are  fighting 
for  this  country.  We  have  shed  enough  blood.  I 
don't  want  any  of  these  men  or  women  to  die.  I 
want  them  to  be  not  only  adequately  end  superiorly 
trained,  but  I  want  them  to  be  safe. 

Every  hearing  that  I  have  attended  I  have 
heard  the  same  thing,  that  we  are  not  patriotic, 

13  that  we  don't  give  a  damn  about  this  country  and 
about  our  military.  And  I'm  ready  for  it  to  stop. 
If  you  want  to  talk  about  sovereign  nations,  let's 
quit  flying  over  Duck  Valley  which  is  a  sovereign 
17  nation.  Whether  this  state  likes  it  or  not,  you've 
overtaken  the  canyon  lands.  Windows  are  broken, 
cows  won't  give  milk,  chickens  quit  laying  eggs, 
children  are  scared  of  those  men,  and  for  no 
reason.  It's  simply  because  some  of  them  fly  over 
it  .like  they  do . 

Let's  calk  about  that  issue  and  not  call 
name*.  Let's  talk  about  the  issues,  not  polarize 
things  and  let's  try  and  figure  this  out  because 


00S113 


GE-1  3  Joanie  Fauci,  2944  Hillway  Drive,  Boise,  Idaho 


6  I'd  like  to  talk  tonight,  just 

7  representing  myself.  And  I  really  don't  think  the 

0  Air  Force  should  expand  their  training  range  in 

9  Idaho  because  I  think  a  more  realistic  approach 

10  would  be  to  travel  the  longer  distances  and  have  to 

11  refuel  in  the  air.  They  might  as  well  just  go  to 

12  existing  training  ranges  that  exist. 

13  There's  been  enough  military  closures 

14  already.  There  should  be  plenty  of  air  space  out 

15  there  ready  for  them  to  use.  I  don't  see  why  we 

16  need  to  keep  giving  them  more  of  the  air  space. 

17  I'm  particularly  concerned  about  air 

18  space  that  is  proposed  to  be  expanded,  like  over 

19  the  Big  Jack  and  Little  Jack  Creek  and  then  down 

20  near  the  Duck  Valley  Indian  Reservation.  I  don't 

21  want  them  flying  there.  It's  the  only  canyon  area 

22  left  out  in  Owyhee  Canyon  that  they're  not  allowed 

23  to  fly  in. 

2<  It's  very  critical  to  bighorn  sheep.  I'm 

25  concerned  about  the  sheep,  but  I  also  just  don't 
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want  them  having  access  to  every  single  canyon  that 
there  is.  I  do  a  lot  of  hiking  out  there  and  we  do 
a  lot  hunting.  We'd  like  the  area  to  be  quiet  and 
have  some  solitude.  That's  why  we  travel  so  far  in 
the  desert  to  get  away  from  all  the  noise  and 
congestion  of  people. 

So  I  don't  think  they  should  increase  the 
air  space.  I  also  don't  think  they  should  increase 
the  amount  of  airplanes  flying  in  that  whole  area. 

The  whole  war  potential  worldwide  has 
decreased  dramatically  for  U.S.  involvement.  I 
don't  see  why  we  need  to  increase  our  military 
operations  which  would  include  more  airplanes 
practicing.  We  should  be  decreasing  all  of  chat, 
so  I  don't  see  any  reason  for  them  to  be  increasing 
the  air  flights. 

One  last  thing  I  have  to  comment  on  is 
18  the  aluminum  shaft  that  they  drop.  I  really  don't 
think  that  is  a  good  idea  for  them  to  be  dropping 
that  in  the  desert.  It's  certainly  bound  to  get 
into  the  food  chains.  It's  very  polluting.  It 
does  not  degrade,  and  I  do  not  think  that  they  have 
the  right  to  pollute  the  public  lands  with  their 
aluminum . 

Thank  you. 


COMMENTS  008114 


GE-1  3  Gerald  Walters,  2019  South  Indiana,  Caldwell,  Idaho 


6  I  am  here  to  state  my  opposition  against 

7  the  enhanced  training  range  for  many,  many  reasons. 

8  I  personally  believe  after  looking  at  the 

9  SIS  that  the  data  is  flawed  on  noise,  and  on  its 

10  concern  with  the  wildlife  in  that  area.  I  support 

11  Alternative  A,  the  no-action  plan. 


COMMENTS  00S115 


GE-1  3  D.  Michael  Barton,  Jr.,  6610  Diamond  Street,  Boise, 
4  Idaho  83709. 


6  My  comments  are  that  I  have  been  a  user 

7  of  the  Owyhee  County  and  the  areas  in  question  for 
6  the  bombing  range  for  over  30  years.  My  primary 

9  concerns,  which  have  not  still  been  addressed 

10  properly  as  no  other  option  other  than  Action  A  is 

11  able  to  do  the  same  are: 

12  Pirst  of  all,  sage  grouse  habitat  loss, 

13  the  potential  for  fires  with  various  aspects  of  the 

14  range.  Adding  additional  roads  for  emitter  sites 

15  surely  will  have  an  effect  on  this  area  as  well  as 

16  many  other  aspects  on  bombing  range. 

17  Loss  of  bighorn  sheep  habitat  and  the 

18  accompanying  aspects  of  that,  I'd  like  to  site  the 

19  Idaho  Statesman,  Thursday  June  12,  1997  issue.  In 

20  an  indication  of  the  Air  Force's  ability  to 

21  continue  on  with  what  they're  saying  is  true.  I 

22  quote,  -Sheep  are  most  sensitive  during  the  lambing 

23  season,  which  begins  in  the  late  winter  and  runs  to 

24  July." 

25  Skipping  one  line,  -But  the  Air  Porce 


doesn't  want  to  rule  out  flights  during  the  lambing 
season."  This  is  clearly  an  absolute  indication  of 
the  Air  Force's  lack  of  commitment  in  the  past  and 
in  the  future  to  this  particular  issue. 

My  third  issue  is  the  loss  of  solitude. 
Again,  in  this  same  article  with  the  Statesman 
"Sonic  booms  have  been  noted  to  have  continued  to 
occur  over  the  Duck  Valley  Indian  Reservation,  even 
as  we  speak  now." 

Pourthly,  the  Air  Force's  poof  ability  to 
adhere  to  what  they  have  said.  Those  particular 
incidences  are  examples  given,  and  the  last  two 

13  points  are  clear  examples.  Loss  of  wildlife  and 

14  scenic  areas  and  those  that  could  possibly  be 
designated  as  well  in  scenic  river  systems. 

l€  Finally,  shafts  affect  hunting  dogs  and 

17  people  as  it  is  aluminized  silica.  That  does 

18  definitely  affect  the  respiratory  system.  I  am  a 

19  veterinarian  by  trade  and  have  been  quite  concerned 
about  that  particular  aspect  of  this  particular 
situation  and  the  continuation  of  an  acceleration 
of  this-  issue. 

I  do  not  feel  there's  any  need  for 
additional  range  as  the  areas  that  are  available 
are  close  enough  as  they  are  in  both  Utah  and 
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Nevada  and  certainly  simulate  real  wartime 
situations.  I  clearly  support  Alternative  A, 
no-action . 

Thank  you  very  much. 


BOISE,  IDAHO 


Friday,  June  13,  1997,  6:30  p.m. 


COLONEL  POPE:  He  will  begin  the  comment 
period.  The  first  is  State  Representative 
Ruby  Stone. 


RUBY  STONE, 


00Sli6 


appeared  and  gave  the  following  statement: 


11  MS.  STONE:  Thank  you  Colonel,  ladies  and 

12  gentlemen.  First,  my  name  is  Representative  Ruby 

13  Stone  and  I'm  District  17  here  in  Boise. 

14  First  of  all,  I  would  like  to  thank  our 

15  military  people  for  serving  your  country  and 

16  protecting  all  of  us.  Because  of  those  who 

17  preceded  you,  we  still  have  the  opportunity  to 

18  speak  for  or  against  subjects  as  we  are  discussing 


20  We  all  want  to  protect  our  wildlife  in 

21  our  state.  Likewise,  we  want  to  protect  the  lives 

22  of  those  and  help  those  people  who  are  protecting 

23  us  now,  the  pilots  and  the  airmen  of  our  Air  Force 

24  and  our  military,  by  providing  them  adequate  and 

25  proper  training  areas  for  them  to  get  that  training 


to  be  able  to  protect  us. 

Ladies  and  gentlemen,  this  is  serious 
business.  Any  day  we  could  have  another  flare-up 
as  we  saw  in  the  Gulf  War  in  the  early  '90s. 
Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base  and  Gowen  Field 
National  Guard  people  were  the  first  to  seek  combat 
in  the  Gulf. 

As  I  said,  we  all  value  our  wildlife,  but 
we  must  value  the  lives  of  our  airmen  who  have  and 
are  stepping  up  to  the  plate  to  protect  this  great 
nation  and,  yes,  those  of  us  who  are  able  to 
testify  here  tonight. 

Many  people  feel  the  same  as  I  do  about 
this,  but  for  various  reasons  they  are  not  able  to 
come  down  and  testify.  For  myself,  I  just  got  back 
in  town  on  Tuesday.  I  did  not  know  this.  I'm  not 
as  well  prepared  as  I  would  like  to  be  because  I've 
had  many  duties  that  I've  had  to  perform  since  I 
got  home.  But  let's  be  prepared.  Let's  help  our 
airmen  be  prepared  to  defend  us  and  our  great 
nation  should  that  be  necessary,  God  forbid. 
Should-that  happen,  there  is  a  great  possibility 
that  none  of  us  would  be  left  to  enjoy  Idaho,  the 
USA,  or  the  wildlife  that  we  have  here  in  this 
state.  Thank  you  very  much. 
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colonel  POPE:  The  next  speaker  is  State 


Representative  Jim  Jones. 


JIM  JONES, 


00S117 


appeared  and  gave  the  following  statement: 


MR.  JONES:  Colonel,  ladies  and  gentlemen,  I'm 
Jim  Jones,  State  Representative  from  Elmore  in 
Owyhee  County,  that's  District  20B. 

All  of  my  life  I've  supported  education. 
I've  traveled  in  all  SO  states  in  America.  I've 
traveled  in  over  20  nations.  I  spent  20  years  in 
the  military,  and  I  supported  education  every  place 
it  was  --  every  opportunity  I  had. 

I  drove  by  the  bus  training  program  at 
Boise  State  and  I  saw  all  the  buses  in  the  yard 
here  in  Nampa  the  other  day.  I  drove  by  recently, 
pole  climbing,  where  they  taught  people  to  put 
lines  in  the  power  lines. 

As  I  say,  I've  traveled  20  nations,  I've 
traveled  in  all  the  states  in  the  union.  And  I 
don't  know  of  a  better  training  program  or  school 
yard  that  we  have  here  in  Elmore,  Owyhee  County  for 
this  training  range.  It's  isolated,  couldn't  be 
any  better  place  to  have  a  training  program.  And 


element  for  everyone  is  the  value  of  the  natural 
environment  for  native  Idahoans  and  for  the  people 
who  choose  to  come  here,  the  people  who  choose  to 
relocate  their  businesses  here. 

I  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  speak 
here  tonight,  and  I  hope  that  the  Air  Porce  really 
will  listen.  You've  heard  it  before.  I,  and 
hundreds  of  Idahoans,  have  told  you  our  vision  for 
the  Owyhees  and  it  does  not  include  a  bombing 


Your  own  studies  show  that  we  don't  need 
the  proposed  bombing  range.  It  is  a  bad  idea.  It 
would  be  bad  for  wildlife,  bad  for  recreation,  bad 
14  for  tourism,  and  bad  for  the  long-range  economy  of 
our  state.  Most  importantly,  it  would  be  bad  for 
our  collective  souls.  Please  understand  that  no 

17  still  means  no. 

18  COLONEL  POPE:  The  next  speaker  will  be 

19  Mr.  Jeff  Abrahams.  Mr.  Abrahams?  We'll  set  his 
card  aside.  The  next  speaker  will  be 
Mr.  David  Taylor.  Mr.  David  Taylor?  Once  again, 
setting  the  card  aside.  Next  speaker, 

Wendy  Wilson. 
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3  3  B 

1 

project  is  no  longer  appropriate  to  this  scope.  1 

1 

Or.e  of  the  things  that  EIS  hasn't 

2 

guess  it's  been  eight  years  now.  When  the  first 

RV-7 

2 

evaluated  adequately  is  the  solitude  of  a  wild 

3 

proposal  came  up  the  request  was  for  three  million 

3 

river  experience.  On  the  Owyhee  a  person  can  drift 

4 

acres  of  land.  Although  the  the  actual  target 

4 

downstream  for  20  days  and  encounter  one  road  along 

5 

areas  have  been  reduced  in  size,  still  the  scope  of 

5 

the  way.  There  is  not  very  many  places  in  the 

6 

the  project  is  the  same.  And  the  farther  we  get 

6 

world  you  can  do  that.  Some  of  them  are  in  Siberia 

7 

away  from  that  sight  years  ago  time  period,  the 

7 

and  they  are  polluted. 

8 

less  the  need  is  clear  from  the  military. 

8 

This  solitude  of  the  wild  river 

9 

We  still  haven't  had  a  pragmatic  BIS  from 

9 

experience  will  change  under  this  proposal.  There 

10 

the  military  on  the  need  for  the  project.  The 

10 

are  impacts  to  wildlands  that  has  not  been 

11 

demographics  have  changed,  competition  for  use  of 

Ti 

adequately  addressed.  I  don't  believe  that  the  EIS 

12 

the  land  has  changed  and  increased.  Hundreds  of 

LU-5 

12 

13 

adequately  addresses  the  impacts  of  hauling  gravel 

into  the  high  desert  to  try  to  improve  roads  for 

13 

thousands  more  people  now  live  in  Idaho  and  the 

14 

societal  values  of  solitude,  quiet,  and  wildland 

14 

year-round  access  for  30  emitter  sites.  The 

15 

have  Increased. 

15 

opportunity  to  see  wildlife  has  not  been  adequately 

16 

I'm  a  river  runner,  and  when  I  look  at 

16 

addressed.  Right  now  you  can  sit  along  the  river 

1? 

this  EIS  I  see  a  lot  of  impacts  and  all  of  the 

17 

bank  and  if  you  sing  to  yourself  the  sheep  will 

18 

alternatives  have  not  been  adequately  reviewed.  I 

18 

come  down,  look  over  the  edge,  and  listen  to  you. 

19 

would  liken  the  Owyhee  canyon  lands  to  Glenn 

19 

Don't  tell  me  that  they  aren't  affected  by  the 

20 

Canyon,  which  is  now  behind  a  dam,  which  has  been 

20 

noise  of  the  overhead  activity. 

21 

called  the  place  no  one  knew.  Both  of  these  places 

21 

The  opportunity  to  appreciate  the 

22 

have  wild  rivers,  wild  animals,  and  ecosystem  that 

22 

cultural  resources  will  largely  be  lost  also  with 

23 

few  people  have  had  a  chance  to  appreciate.  So  let 

23 

the  increased  number  of  people  that  would  have 

24 

me  tell  you  about  a  few  of  the  things  that  I've 

24 

access  to  the  area. 

25 

appreciated  there  before  it's  too  late. 

25 

In  summary,  the  best  future  for  the 

_ 

333 

340 

1 

Owyhee  canyon  lands  is  bad  roads,  lousy  weather, 

1 

federally  owned  and  are  generally  flat,  lower 

2 

silence,  and  rattlesnakes.  And  the  Air  Force 

2 

elevation  ranges  composed  mostly  of  cheat  grass  and 

3 

luckily  can't  do  very  much  about  the  weather  and 

3 

reseeded  wheat  grass.  They  contain  none  of  the 

4 

the  rattlesnakes,  but  the  roads  and  noise  will 

4 

outstanding  features  that  would  be  disturbed, 

5 

change  this  country  forever.  And  we  ask  that  the 

5 

disrupted,  or  destroyed  in  the  proposed  canyon 

€ 

EIS  be  withdrawn  and  reconsidered.  Thank  you. 

6 

lands  areas. 

7 

COLONEL  POPE:  Thank  you.  The  next  speaker 

PN-1 

7 

If  a  need  for  an  expanded  range  is  ever 

8 

would  be  Hiss  Evelyn  Marcinelli.  Bvelyn 

6 

demonstrated,  and  it  has  not  been,  these  sites 

9 

Marcinelli?  Setting  her  card  aside  also.  Next 

9 

would  be  much  more  appropriate.  However,  these 

10 

speaker  would  be  Hr.  Jamie  James.  Jamie  James? 

10 

areas  were  practically  Ignored  both  in  the  1993  EIS 

11 

Fred  Wilson,  Mr.  Fred  Wilson?  Julie  Morgan, 

Tl 

and  also  in  the  current  proposal.  In  essence, 

12 

Julie  Morgan?  All  right.  Mr.  John  Barringer? 

12 

maintaining  that  they  fail  to  meet  the  defined 

13 

ooeico 

13 

criteria  mainly  because  of  air  space  restrictions 

to  the  east.  Yet,  a  military  training  route,  MTR , 

GE-2  14 

JOHN  BARRINGER, 

PR-5 

14 

15 

appeared  and  gave  the  following  statement: 

IS 

was  approved  that  would  come  from  the  southeast 

18 

16 

right  through  the  rejected  eastern  air  space  and 

17 

HR.  BARRINGER:  Colonel  Pope,  thanks  for 

17 

through  the  BLM  sites  into  the  existing  Saylor 

18 

having  us.  My  name  is  John  Barringer.  I  guess  you 

IB 

Creek  Range  from  the  east.  A  contradiction  that 

19 

have  my  address,  I'm  just  going  to  focus  on  one 

19 

was  violently  criticized  in  comments  by  the 

20 

issue  tonight. 

20 

Department  of  the  Interior. 

21 

In  1992  the  BLM  recommended  to  the  Air 

21 

The  use  of  one  or  both  of  the  two  federal 

22 

Force  two  alternative  training  sites  that  adjoined 

22 

BLM  sites  or  a  combination  of  the  two  in 

23 

the  existing  Saylor  Creek  Range  to  the  east  and 

23 

conjunction  with  Saylor  Creek  would  work.  And  the 

24 

south  and  include  SCSI  of  154,000  acres  and  the 

24 

Air  Force  knows  it  and  should  admit  it  Instead  of 

25 

SCS2  of  135,000  acres.  Both  sites  are  mostly 

25 

being  hell-bent  on  trashing  one  of  the  country's 

1 
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1  greatest  treasures,  the  unique  Owyhee  high  desert 

2  canyon  lands  ecosystem. 

3  And  lest  you  think  I  don't  care  about  our 

4  military  personnel,  I  added  this  note;  I 

5  volunteered  for  three  years  of  service  in  the  Army 

6  during  World  War  II,  and  I  think  I  fully  understand 

7  the  need  for  the  very  best  training  and  training 

®  facilities ,  However,  I  am  convinced  the  Air  Force 
9  simply  does  not  need  the  expanded  range  it  is 

10  seeking.  I  will  add  additional  comments  later. 

11  Thank  you. 

^  COLONEL  POPE:  Thank  you.  The  next  speaker, 

13  Mr.  Bryant  S.  Lyndaker. 


BRYANT  S.  LYNDAKER, 


00S121 


I®  appeared  and  gave  the  following  statement: 

17 

18  MR.  LYNDAKER:  I'm  Bryant  Lyndaker  from 

19  Mountain  Home.  I'm  speaking  here  as  a  concerned 

20  citizen. 

21  1  consider  myself  a  conservationist,  I'm 

22  truly  concerned  about  wildlife  and  having  enough 

23  clean  air  and  enough  clean  water.  However,  I'm 

24  here  in  full  support  of  ETI .  I'm  also  a  retired 

25  military  officer  and  I'm  pretty  proud  of  the  fact 


that  I  served  my  country  as  a  United  States  Marine 
Corp  pilot. 

I  also  don't  want  our  government  to 
create  a  situation  that  would  be  permanently 
detrimental  to  our  environment  or  to  the  wildlife. 
I  know  that  humans  and  wildlife  are  extremely 
adaptable.  My  own  experience  with  wildlife  on  or 
near  air  bases  and  target  areas  suggest  that 
wildlife  flourish  in  those  places.  I  do  not  feel 
10  the  wildlife  in  Idaho  would  be  any  different.  If 
training  ranges  were  so  harmful,  as  there  are  many 
throughout  the  country,  I  would  suspect  that  we 
would  hear  a  lot  more  about  it. 

The  proposed  plan  is  much  different  then 
the  original  plan.  It  takes  steps  to  reduce  the 
threat  to  wildlife.  But  like  us.  the  animals  will 

17  ignore  the  flights  after  awhile.  I  believe  the 

18  helicopter  flights  chat  count  the  animals  are  much 
more  threatening  to  them  than  jet  flights  because 
they  chase  them  for  an  extended  period  of  time.  A 
jet  flying  just  420  miles  an  hour  travels  7  miles 
per  minute  or  about  one  mile  every  8  seconds.  The 
jet  and  the  noise  will  be  gone  almost  before  the 
animal  can  react. 

Another  example  of  wildlife  adapting  was 


evident  last  fall  while  I  was  in  Elmore  County  near 
a  logging  operation;  a  helicopter  logging 
operation.  One  particular  herd  of  elk  that  I  was 
looking  at  of  about  12  animals  was  less  than  a 
quarter  of  a  mile  from  direct  overflights  of  the 
actual  logging  operation.  They  were  unaffected. 
There  were  more  affected  by  me. 

I  have  a  fairly  good  understanding  of  the 
training  requirements  needed  to  maintain  a  pilot's 
proficiency  for  success  in  a  combat  situation.  I 
also  firmly  believe  that  the  world  is  not  a  safer 
place  as  others  might  lead  you  to  believe.  Because 
of  our  current  role  and  the  potential  for  other 

14  more  volatile  roles,  our  aircrew  and  other  members 

15  of  our  military  must  be  trained  to  be  100  percent 

16  effective,  or  nearly  so,  when  they  arrive  in  a 

17  hostile  environment. 

19  If  any  of  you  play  golf,  softball, 

19  bridge,  or  Whitewater  raft,  you  know  that  if  you 
haven't  done  some  things  in  a  while  you're  rusty. 
You  need  to  go  out  and  practice  or  get  back  in 
shape  to  perform  at  optimum  levels.  While  most  of 
those  things  are  not  life  threatening,  military 

24  operations  are.  And  if  everyone  isn't  in  shape  or 

25  proficient,  people  can  get  killed.  Our  people.  My 


■experience  as  a  safety  officer  --  that's  good. 
I'll  have  more  comments  later. 

COLONEL  POPE:  Thank  you.  Next  speaker  is 
Miss  Marjorie  Hayes. 


MARJORIE  G.  HAYES,  00S122 
appeared  and  gave  the  following  statement: 


9  MS.  HAYES:  Colonel,  audience.  I  am 

10  continuing  --  and  this  is  my  fourth  time  to 

11  oppose.  We  are  --  and  I'm  representing  Idaho 

12  Consumer  Affairs  Incorporated,  who  are  a  nationally 

13  known  outfit  and  this  disposition  is  really 

14  enforced  by  them  and  they  are  concerned  about  it. 

15  We  continue  to  be  unalterably  opposed  to 

16  the  Air  Force  plan  to  expand  their  bombing  range  in 

17  an  area  that  is  so  critical  to  the  well-being  of 

18  our  people  and  our  animals,  both  domestic  and 

19  wild. 

20  The  Indian  tribes  that  dwell  there  and 

21  its  noise  impact  range,  the  wild  sheep  that  has 

22  been  transplanted  from  Canada  that  flourish  there, 

23  the  world-famous  Paragon  salt  recovery  area,  the 

24  Owyhee  river  whose  water  is  an  integral  part  and 

25  need  for  the  recovery  of  our  wild  salmon.  And  our 


Verbal  Comments 


415 


416 


Verbal  Comments 


Miss  Pamela  Allister. 


PAMELA  ALLISTER, 


00 S 124 


appeared  and  gave  the  following  statement: 


6  MS.  ALLISTER:  Good  evening  and  thank  you, 

7  Colonel.  My  name  is  Pamela  Allister,  and  I  live 

8  and  work  in  Boise,  Idaho.  I  am  both  a  member  of 

9  the  Snake  River  Alliance  Education  Funding  and  its 

10  executive  director.  The  Snake  River  Alliance 

11  presented  its  official  testimony  in  Twin  Falls  last 


13  In  1950  U.S.  Supreme  Court  Justice  Robert 

14  H.  Jackson  said,  "It  is  not  the  function  of  our 

15  government  to  keep  the  citizen  from  falling  in 

16  error.  It  is  the  function  of  the  citizen  to  keep 

17  the  government  from  falling  in  error." 

18  As  a  private  citizen  tonight,  I  wish  to 

19  comment  on  the  Draft  EIS  for  the  enhanced  training 

20  and  Idaho  proposal.  The  Draft  EIS  is  a  document 

21  that  has  required  time  after  money.  While 

22  government  officials  and  scientists  might  quibble 

23  about  samples,  data,  analysis  and  recommendations, 

24  I  believe  there  is  an  overarching  error  within  the 

25  Draft  EIS. 


1  and  is  it  worthit? 

2  The  Draft  EIS  research  is  biased  and 

3  predisposes  findings  for  the  approval  of  the 

4  enhanced  training  in  Idaho.  It  is  the  particular 

5  task  of  scientists  who  alert  the  public  to  possible 

6  dangers.  For  scientists  to  fail  to  research  and  to 

7  avoid  or  minimize  a  disclosure  to  the  public  of 

8  these  dangers  specifically  emanating  from  weapons 

9  science  or  the  use  of  weapon  science  is  unjust. 

10  Again,  in  the  words  of 

11  Carl  Sagan,  "Clearly  the  warnings  need  to  be 

12  judicious,  but  not  more  flamboyant  than  the  danger 

13  requires,  but  if  we  must  make  errors,  given  the 

14  stakes,  we  should  error  on  the  side  of  safety." 

15  Thank  you. 

16  COLONEL  POPE:  Thank  you.  The  next  speaker  is 

17  Jenny  Bush-Clark. 


JENNY  BUSH-CLARK, 


00S125 


appeared  and  gave  the  following  statement: 


22  MS.  BUSH-CLARK:  Good  evening.  My  name  is 

23  Jenny  Bush-Clark.  I  live  in  Coeur  d'Alene,  Idaho. 

24  I  am  a  clinical  psychotherapist  in  a  small,  small 

25  hospital,  Silverton,  Idaho.  I'm  speaking  tonight 
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354 

order  Cor  me  to  win,  Z  actually  need  to  do  less 

1 

Bill  Clark?  Next  speaker  is  Mr.  Bill  Weida. 

prior  to  a  race. 

2 

■ 

On  June  1st  the  Seattle  Times  story  by 

GE-2 

3 

BILL  WEIDA,  00812G 

David  Wood  headlined  'Pilots  flee  Air  Porce  in 

4 

appeared  and  gave  the  following  statement: 

droves . •  He  wrote  from  Langley  Air  Porce  Base  in 

5 

Virginia  that  "Many  Air  Porce  pilots  today  are 

6 

MR.  WEIDA:  My  name  is  Bill  Weida.  I'm  a 

ill 

tired,  frustrated  and  angry.  And  that  they  have 

7 

professor  of  economics  at  the  Colorado  College.  I 

8 

little  trust  in  the  integrity  of  Air  Force,  their 

8 

was  born  and  raised  in  Idaho.  I'm  a  resident  of 

9 

political  ears.  They  complained  of  being  lied  to." 

9 

McCall . 

10 

This  year  the  Air  Porce  expects  to  lose 

10 

I  would  like  to  address  the  following 

414  pilots.  More  than  half  of  its  experienced 

11 

deficiencies  in  the  EIS  in  the  economic  and  sound 

ilia 

aviators.  That  means  less-experienced  pilots  are 

12 

analysis  section.  Each  of  which  would  lead  to  a 

overloaded  with  work.  This  is  not  good  news  for 

13 

violation,  or  has  already  led  to  a  violation,  of 

■g 

the  Air  Porce  or  for  us. 

14 

NSPA. 

1  suggest  chat  with  the  Cold  War  crisis 

behind  us  and  the  many  needs  for  our  scarce 

PN-1 

15 

First  of  all,  the  EIS  fails  to  provide  an 

16 

adequate  rationale  for  the  proposed  action.  The 

resources,  whether  they  be  time  or  money,  chat  we 

17 

Air  Force  is  well  aware  that  a  number  of  senior 

18 

have  our  national  defense  look  at  some  tapering. 

18 

officials  have  said  that  the  range  is  not 

19 

Given  the  current  status  of  the  Air  Porce  and  the 

19 

necessary.  The  EIS  provides  no  cost  benefit 

20 

fact  that  the  Air  Force's  top  pilots  are  quitting 

PN-9 

1° 

analysis  as  requested  by  the  IG.  And  it  still  does 

in  droves.  I'm  wondering  if  this  is  the  best  time 

21 

not  evaluate  the  training  at  the  Utah  training 

22 

for  enhancement.  Do  we  need  to  do  a  Draft  EIS 

PN-2 

22 

range.  Not  including  acceptable  alternatives  is  a 

23 

report  on  the  status  of  the  Air  Porce  too?  Thank 

23 

violation  of  NEPA. 

24 

you . 

24 

There's  a  failure  to  test  against  a  true 

25 

COLONEL  POPE:  Next  speaker  is  Mr.  Bill. 

25 

no-action  alternative.  The  EIS  is  based  on  the 

355 

356 

1 

arrival  of  the  366th  that  is  currently  under 

1 

Failure  to  account  for  nongratifying  data 

2 

litigation.  The  true  no-action  alternative 

2 

in  the  EIS  is  also  a  violation  of  NEPA.  Failure  to 

3 

proceeded  that  the  courts  have  held  that  failure  to 

DP-7 

3 

adequately  consider  cumulative  impacts,  the  EIS 

4 

test  against  the  right  no-action  alternative  is  a 

4 

bases  its  stuff  on  one  aircraft.  Cumulative 

DP-5 

5 

violation  of  NSPA.  And  in  addition,  the  Air  Force 

5 

impacts  are  necessary  to  be  considered  an 

6 

got  itself  confused  on  this  and  used  economic  data 

6 

appropriate  EIS. 

7 

from  1992,  which  is  four  years  prior  to  the  arrival 

7 

As  late  as  the  29th  of  May  of  this  year. 

8 

of  the  366th,  thereby  invalidating  the  entire 

8 

the  courts  have  held  that  failure  to  consider 

9 

social  economic  section  of  the  EIS  because  it  does 

9 

cumulative  impacts  is  a  violation  of  NEPA.  Failure 

10 

not  coincide  with  the  no-action  alternative. 

10 

to  properly  account  for  aircraft  noise,  the  EIS 

Ti 

Number  three,  failure  to  adequately 

11  ; 

1 

uses  figures  for  MTR's  instead  of  MOA's. 

12 

consider  the  economic  impacts  from  the  proposed 

activities.  in  particular  the  noise  generated  by 

NO-5 

12 

The  Air  Force  is  encouraged  to  look  at 

13 

13 

its  own  documents  used  recently  in  the  Pennsylvania 

SO-5 

14 

the  cycle-composed  activity  has  been  shown  by 

14 

National  Guard  EIS.  The  figures  for  more 

15 

studies  to  generate  a  . 5  to  2  percent  decrease  in 

15 

expansions  are  much  higher  than  the  ones  used  in 

18 

property  values  in  the  area  where  overflights 

16 

MTR's.  Failure  to  use  proper  data  is  a  violation 

17 

occur.  This  has  been  validated  by  a  court  case  in 

17 

of  NEPA. 

18 

Massachusetts . 

7s 

There  are  a  number  of  well-known  studies 

T9 

Secondly,  there  is  good  evidence  in  the 

19 

chat  have  counter  views  of  those  presented  in  the 

20 

21 

BIS  as  provided  by  the  Air  Porce  in  their  numbers 

and  this  BIS  and  the  one  that  preceded  it  for  the 

PR-11 

20 

EIS.  Five  were  presented  to  the  Air  Force  by 

21 

registered  mall  a  year  ago.  None  of  those  were 

22 

previous  alternative  that  there  has  been  a  decrease 

22 

included  in  this  EIS.  Failure  to  include  studies 

SO-6 

23 

by  30  percent  in  recreation  revenues  for  the  last 

23 

of  this  nature  is  a  violation  of  the  NEPA. 

24 

two  years  since  the  arrival  of  366th  in  Owyhee 

T4 

And  finally,  the  1996-97  BSOH  handbook 

25 

county  that  is  not  accounted  for  in  the  EIS. 

NO- 11 

25 

states  clearly  that  the  Air  Force  itself  is  aware 

i _ 
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1 

that  the  sound  studies  are  deficient  and 

1 

Why  do  you  think  that  people  have  taken 

2 

indefensible.  It  has,  at  the  end  of  that  handbook. 

2 

their  time  to  pour  over  voluminous  documents 

3 

15  studies  listed  which  show  that  to  be  the  case. 

3 

regarding  this  bombing  range  proposal  in  order  to 

4 

Not  a  single  one  of  those  is  listed  in  the  BIS, 

4 

try  and  understand  what  it  is  you  propose  to  do  and 

5 

which  is  also  a  violation  of  NEPA.  Thank  you. 

5 

what  the  impacts  will  be?  Do  you  think  it's 

6 

COLONEL  POPE:  Thank  you.  The  next  speaker  is 

6 

because  we  have  nothing  better  to  do? 

7 

Lisa  Shultz. 

7 

In  one  of  the  other  hearings  a  proponent 

e 

8 

of  the  ETI  referred  to  us  as  wacky 

GE-2 

9 

LISA  SHULTZ,  OOS1<:7 

9 

environmentalists.  I  won't  waste  time  responding 

10 

appeared  and  gave  the  following  statement: 

10 

to  that  except  to  say,  because  I  would  like  it  to 

li 

11 

be  on  the  record,  that  many  of  the  people  who  have 

12 

MS.  SHULTZ:  Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to 

12 

testified  in  opposition  are  examples  of  the  ideal 

13 

present  testimony  this  evening.  My  name  is 

13 

model  American  citizen  simply  by  virtue  of  the  fact 

14 

Lisa  Shultz,  and  I'm  a  resident  of  Boise.  Idaho. 

14 

that  they  have  taken  their  time  to  review  and 

15 

First  of  all,  I  would  like  to  commend  the 

15 

respond . 

16 

members  of  the  Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base  and 

16 

I  say  this  because  I  hope  that  you  will 

17 

particularly  the  366th  Wing,  in  your  accomplishment 

17 

take  into  consideration  that  there  would  probably 

18 

of  being  referred  to  by  your  base  commander  as  the 

18 

be  many  more  people  here  tonight,  but  the  timing  of 

19 

most  combat-ready  wing  in  the  world.  That's  a  huge 

19 

your  releases  at  the  beginning  of  the  summer  has 

20 

accomplishment . 

20 

had  a  huge  effect  on  the  turnout  of  the  hearings 

21 

With  that  in  mind,  however,  one  has  to 

21 

since  many  of  the  people  who  would  like  to  be  here 

22 

wonder  -why  it  is  you  seem  to  think  you  need  this 

22 

and  can't  are  absent.  Not  because  they  don't  care. 

23 

so-called  enhancement.  Especially  when  the  GAO  and 

23 

but  because  they're  out  enjoying  precisely  what  it 

24 

the  Air  Force  Inspector  General,  in  an  official 

24 

Is  you're  crying  to  destroy. 

25 

report,  stated  that  this  range  is  not  needed. 

25 

Many  outfitters,  guides,  anglers, 

359 

360 

1 

recreatoni s c s ,  and  others,  some  of  whom  rely  on 

1 

would  respectfully  request  that  you  take  time  to 

2 

Owyhee  canyon  lands  for  their  livelihood,  simply 

2 

pause  and  reflect  on  just  what  it  is  you're  trying 

3 

could  not  be  here  tonight.  Those  of  us  who  are 

3 

to  do  here.  And  that  through  such  a  process  you 

4 

here  In  opposition  tonight  are  here  because  we  care 

4 

will  see  the  futility. 

5 

deeply  about  the  Owyhee  canyon  lands.  We  care  that 

5 

Many  of  us  are  tired.  You  have 

6 

it  is  an  Idaho  treasure  and  we  care  that  you,  who 

6 

effectively  managed  to  wear  us  down.  The  numbers 

7 

are  visitors  here,  are  going  to  have  your  way  with 

7 

of  this  hearing  have  dwindled,  but  not  for  lack  of 

6 

it  and  then  go  on  your  next  tour  of  duty  and  we 

8 

caring.  Rather  because  you  have  continued  to  push 

9 

will  be  left  with  nothing  but  photographs  and 

9 

and  pry  ar.d  prod  apparently  because  you  have  yet  to 

10 

memories . 

10 

learn  the  meaning  of  the  word  no.  Like  a  child  who 

11 

You  make  promises  in  an  effort  to  appease 

11 

whines  until  he  gets  his  way,  you  seem  entirely 

12 

us.  You've  manipulated,  distorted  and  excluded 

12 

.unwilling  to  give  up.  Beware,  however,  there  are 

13 

data  on  noise,  cumulative  effects  on  wildlife  and 

13 

also  those  of  us  who  will  not  give  up.  I  hope  that 

14 

toxic  chemicals  associated  with  your  so-called 

14 

you  will  listen  and  heed  the  many  concerns  that 

15 

dummy  bombs.  This  all  in  an  effort  to  pacify  the 

have  been  raised  regarding  the  deficiencies  of  the 

16 

general  public  and  our  elected  officials. 

E IS  and  this  entire  process,  which  I  personally 

17 

While  these  tactics  may  work  on  our 

feel  is  a  farce.  I  say  this  because  one  has  to 

18 

politicians,  they  have  no  effect  on  those  of  us  who 

18 

wonder  how  much  consideration  you  give  the  public 

19 

really  care.  You've  not  complied  with  the  National 

19 

testimony  and  written  comments. 

20 

Environmental  Protection  Act  and  you  have  failed  to 

20 

When  the  comment  period  ends  on  August 

21 

conduct  cumulative  studies  used  with  the  proposed 

21 

6th  and  you  plan  to  release  your  final  EIS  in 

DP-7 

actions  that  should  have  been  discussed  in  this 

22 

September,  or  thereabouts,  in  the  spirit  of  full 

impact  statement. 

23 

participation  I  sincerely  hope  that  you  will 

24 

Is  the  Air  Force  immune  from  compliance 

24 

respond  reasonably  to  the  requests  that  have  been 

25 

to  the  letter  of  law?  Or  are  you  just  careless?  I 

25 

made  regarding  the  extension  of  the  comment 

_ 1 
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l  First  off,  my  comprehension  of  this  draft 

CU-3  2  has  been  greatly  hampered  by  the  failure  to  supply 

3  background  reports  at  this  tine.  X  have  read 

4  everything  in  the  two  volumes  that  deals  with 

5  cultural  resources.  However,  there  is  no  way  for 

6  the  public  to  agree  or  disagree  with  the 

7  documentation  of  site  eligibility  for  the  national 

8  register  because  of  the  missing  background 

9  reports.  Thus,  this  process  is  flawed  and  does  not 

10  comply  with  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act 

11  or  with  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act. 

12  How  this  EIS  interprets  the  National 

13  Historic  Preservation  Act  is  indeed  troubling  to 

14  the  extent  that  X  can  understand  it.  The  apparent 

15  focus  only  on  sites  that  meet  national  register 

'U-4 

16  criteria  may  be  illegal.  It  is  immaterial  whether 

17  sites  have  national  register  eligibility  at  this 

18  time.  On  all  cultural  sites  you  must  determine 
_19  their  significance. 

20  The  sampling  done  on  the  three 

21  alternative  drop  zones  is  also  problematic.  The 

|22  Air  Force  did  not  sample  outside  the  footprints  of 

1 2 3  B,  C,  and  D.  Yet  it  is  well-known  that  in  actual 


24  missions  there  will  be  a  definite  percentage  of 

25  your  missions  that  will  have  drops  outside  these 


1  footprints.  This  particularly  concerns  me  in  the 

2  Juniper  Butte  and  Clover  Butte  alternatives  because 

3  of  their  proximity  to  the  east  fork  of  the  Bruneau 

4  and  the  Jarbidge  river  canyons. 

5  The  likelihood  of  more  incense  cultural 

6  and  historic  use  increases  near  steep  canyons  and 

7  water  sources.  Everyone  knows  this  and  is  admitted 

8  in  the  draft.  Although  these  alternatives  are 

9  mostly  on  flat  and  rocky  terrains,  the  overshooting 

10  that  can  routinely  occur  must  be  evaluated.  it  has 


111  not  been  done,  and  for  this  reason  the  EIS  is 
1 1  2  deficient . 

13  I  am  also  very  knowledgeable  of  the 

14  Grasmere  alternative.  This  area  is  extremely  rich 

15  in  cultural  and  archeological  sites.  The  sampling 

16  of  the  area  is  a  statistical  projection  that  there 

17  will  be  403  total  cultural  resources  in  the  entire 

18  range.  This  is  very  dense  and  probably  cannot  be 

19  mitigated  and  it  will  require  a  huge  archeological 

20  excavation,-  many  of  them. 

21  On  a  personal  note,  my  family  and  I  have 

22  spent  many  days  enjoying  the  intensely  wild  areas 

23  near  Grasmere,  Yatahoney,  and  in  the  Jarbidge  river 

24  itself.  We  find  incredible  solitude,  wildlife,  and 

25  have  always  encountered  prehistoric  sites  and 


evidence  of  Native  Americans. 

Our  last  trip  was  virtually  a  walk 
through  yards  and  yards  of  petroglyphs  that  will  be 
in  or  near  the  Grasmere  drop  zone.  It  is 
intolerable  to  think  that  this  museum  of  cultural 
richness,  the  rare  plants  and  special  riparian 
zones  there  will  be  torn  up  for  emitters,  roads, 
propane  generators  and  unattended  overshoocing .  I 
would  like  to  add  that  on  our  recent  trip  my 
eight-year-old  son  counted  30  kinds  of  blooming 
plants.  Think  of  that.  A  youngster  can  admire  and 
distinguish  many  species  even  if  he  can't  name  them 
all.  That  kind  of  resource  does  not  need  an 
unnecessary  range  when  there  are  established  areas 
not  far  away  in  Utah  and  Nevada. 

I'll  sum  up.  This  should  not  be  a  tragic 
choice  of  protecting  resources  that  are 
M  breathtakingly  historic,  beautiful,  and  wild  versus 
giving  the  Air  Force  a  more  convenient  training 
range  that  simply  saves  on  jet  fuel. 

For  me,  the  only  reality  is  that  we  are  a 
nation  of  laws.  The  Department  of  Defense  cannot 
ignore  cumulative  text,  NEPA,  or  the  National 
Historic  Preservation  Acts.  It  must  comply  fully 
with  these  statutes.  The  BLM  and  the  Air  Force 


cannot  gloss  over  the  most  demanding  parts  of 
them.  When  we  fail  to  up  hold  our  laws  fully,  then 
truly  our  freedom  and  safety  is  threatened.  Thank 
you . 

COLONEL  POPE:  Thank  you.  The  next  speaker  is 
Mr.  Laird  Lucas,  I  think  it  is. 


LAIRD  LUCAS, 


00S130 


appeared  and  gave  the  following  statement: 


11  MR.  LUCAS:  Thank  you.  My  name  is  Laird 

12  Lucas.  I  live  here  in  Boise.  I'd  like  to  comment 

13  personally  as  someone  who  hikes  and  kayaks  in  the 

14  Owyhee  and  Bruneau  and  Jarbidge  rivers,  that  I'm 

15  totally  opposed  to  having  more  military  use  of 

16  those  areas.  And  I'll  submit  written  comments  on 


18  I  would  also  like  to  testify  as  the 

19  director  of  the  Idaho  Office  of  Land  and  Water  from 

20  the  Rockies,  we're  a  nonprofit  legal 

21  organization.  We  represent  conservation  groups 

22  like  Idaho  Conservation  League,  the  Idaho  Rivers 

23  United,  the  Wilderness  Society,  Idaho  Wildlife 

24  Federation,  and  many  others.  And  I'd  like  the 

25  record  to  reflect  that  --  two  things  --  two 
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1  comments  tonight.  (1)  I  think  we  need  more  time  to 

2  submit  comments.  I  am  an  environmental  lawyer.  I 

3  haven't  had  time  to  fully  digest  this  EIS.  I  hope 

4  to  have  more  time  to  submit  written  comments  and 

5  intend  to  do  that.  But  I  can't  imagine  how  an 

€  average  person  would  have  enough  time  to  do  that. 

7  So  from  that  perspective,  please,  let's  have  more 

8  comment  periods.  {2)  I'd  like  the  record  to 

9  reflect  that  there  are  a  number  of  other  legal 

10  inadequacies  in  this  EIS.  Beyond  those  other 

11  people  I've  mentioned,  as  far  as  I  can  tell,  I'm 

12  just  going  to  touch  on  it  briefly.  One  of  them  is 

13  the  requirement  under  the  Endangered  Species  Act 

14  that  the  Air  Force  consult  with  the  Fish  and 

15  Wildlife  Service  over  threatened  or  endangered 

16  species.  And  these  would  include  bald  eagle  and 

Bl-26  17  peregrine  falcon  and  the  impacts  of  both 

18  overflights,  supersonic  flights,  so  forth  and  so  on 


20  As  far  as  I  can  tell  that  has  not  been 

21  done.  Perhaps  I'm  wrong  on  that.  We’ve  had  no 

22  indication  that  there's  been  a  formal 

23  consultation/  Secondly,  it  looks  like  the  BLM  is 

24  the  sponsoring  agency  of  this  EIS,  at  least 

25  according  to  the  Air  Force's  version. 


If  so,  there's  a  variety  of  legal  duties 
that  apply  to  BLM.  Under  FLPMA,  the  Federal  Land 
Policy  Management  Act,  BLM  is  required  to  protect  a 
variety  of  sensitive  species  including  threatened 
and  endangered  species  as  well  as  species 
designated  by  BLM.  These  would  include  things  like 


spotted  frog,  i 
redband  trout. 


variety  of  other  aquatic  species, 


There  have  not  been,  as  far  as  1  can 
tell,  any  satisfaction  by  BLM  of  those  duties  as 
well.  BLM  would  be  violating  FLPMA  if  it  proceeds 
on  the  basis  of  this  EIS  without  analysing  those 
impacts.  (3)  We  have  the  question  of  wilderness 
studies  in  areas  and  BLM's  duty  to  protect  those. 

Under  FLPMA,  again,  there  are  a  number  of 
wilderness  study  areas  impacted  by  the  proposal. 
Again,  there's  not  an  adequate  aalysis  of  that  at 
all  in  this  document.  (4)  Wild  and  scenic  rivers. 
There  are  a  number  of  designated  or  proposed  or 
eligible  wild  and  scenic  rivers  which  have  not  been 
analyzed  affectively  in  this  BLM  as  a  duty  to 
protect  those.  (5)  Is  the  Clean  Water  Act.  The 
characterization  of  service  water  quality  in  the 
EIS  is  completely  erroneous  and  inaccurate. 

Further,  the  Clean  Water  Act  requires 


GE-1  ii 


that  a  permit  be  obtained  from  EPA  before  the 
discharge  of  pollutants.  And  the  U.S.  Supreme 
Court  has  affirmed  the  dropping  of  ordinance  into 
surface  waters  constitutes  a  discharge  of  a 
pollutant.  That's  the  Hfilafre;qer  Y3.  RQTcro 
Barsella  case.  That  hasn't  been  complied  with. 
Thank  you  very  much. 

COLONEL  POPE:  Thank  you.  Next  speaker  it 
Dr.  John  Harms. 


JOHN  HARMS,  M.D.,  00S131 

appeared  and  gave  the  following  statement? 


14  DR.  HARMS:  Welcome  to  Idaho,  Colonel.  As  a 

15  native  of  the  desert,  I  find  the  threat  of  a  loss 

16  of  the  Bruneau  desert  and  the  Owyhees  an 

17  infringement  on  my  culture. 

18  The  desert  has  always  been  there  for  me. 

19  As  it  is  a  part  of  my  culture,  it  Is  a  part  of  me. 

20  When  our  indigenous  people  are  threatened,  not  only 

21  by  the  loss  of  their  culture,  but  find  it  an 

22  infringement  on  religion  as  well,  there  can  only  be 

23  increased  frustration  and  sadness. 

24  We  have  already  despoiled  a  people's 

25  heritage  by  driving  their  ancestors  from  the  warm 


Springs  mesa  to  Duck  Valley  at  rifle  point.  This 
further  encroachment  by  warthogs  is  wrong. 

There  it  a  military  reservation  in  Idaho 
that  is  not  being  fully  used.  The  old  naval 
gunnery  range  still  has  undeveloped  areas.  Should 
our  bombardiers  need  more  space,  they  should  ask 
the  INEEL  to  share.  The  INEEL  should  have  no 
worries  from  the  pinpoint  precision  bombing. 

It  is  more  difficult  to  allay  the  fears. 
They  already  give  way  to  two-dimensional 
encroachment.  It  hat  taken  some  effort  to 
reestablish  sheep.  Who  is  to  monitor  the  bombers? 

13  The  Air  Force  seemingly  lacks  honor.  They  claim  a 

14  need,  which  the  Congress  does  not  recognize. 

These  hearings  are  in  an  end  run.  If 

there  were  a  demonstrative  need  for  national 
security,  the  Congress  would  be  conducting  these 
hearings  and  legislative.  Can  we  trust  our  elected 
authorities?  They  have  all  expressed  their  venal 
need  for  gain  from  this  robbery  of  the  people. 

Does  anyone  listen  to  the  people? 

There  are  already  segments  who  have  been 
pushed  over  the  edge.  Most  of  us  are  all  good 
citizens.  We  shall  not  repay  evil  with  evil.  You 
have  the  bombs,  we  pay  our  taxes.  But  this  theft 


422 


Verbal  Comments 


1  of  our  heritage  hurts.  A  particular  stick  in  the 

2  craw  is  the  practice  of  government  agencies' 

3  expenditure  of  funds  to  sway  the  civil  population. 

4  I  counted  over  20  uniforms.  It  was  very 

5  impressive.  Twenty  uniforms  of  fly  people  was  also 

6  very  oppressive.  How  can  the  Air  Force,  in  honor, 

7  devote  this  much  personnel  to  a  project,  which  if 

8  the  citizenry  are  organized  or  wealthy  enough,  to 

9  seek  redress  in  the  court  might  make  someone's 

10  heads  roll. 

11  COLONEL  POPE:  Thank  you.  The  next  speaker  is 

12  Amy  Haak. 


AMY  HAAK,  008132 

appeared  and  gave  the  following  statement: 


17  MS.  HAAK:  My  name  Amy  Haak,  and  I  live  in 

18  Boise,  Idaho.  I'm  testifying  tonight  on  behalf  of 

19  the  300  members  of  the  Idaho  Whitewater 

20  Association,  an  organization  that  represents 

21  nonraotorized  river  recreationists  across  the  state. 

22  The  number  of  river  runners  in  the  state 

23  has  increased  over  the  past  ten  years  due  to  both 

24  general  population  increases  in  Idaho  as  well  as  a 

25  higher  percentage  of  people  who  are  discovering 


1  Idaho's  incredible  river  systems.  This  has  made  it 

2  increasingly  difficult  for  private  boaters  to  get 

3  launch  dates  for  the  controlled  wilderness  rivers 

4  such  as  the  Salmon  and  the  Selway. 

5  As  a  result,  many  more  boaters  are 

6  turning  to  the  Owyhee  and  Jarbidge,  Bruneau  river 

7  systems  for  extended  trips.  I've  personally  found 

8  these  desert  canyon  rivers  to  be  far  more  wild  in 

9  character  than  any  of  the  higher-profiled  permitted 

10  runs,  and  they  are  virtually  in  our  backyard. 

11  Over  350  miles  of  rivers  in  the  Owyhee 

12  canyon  lands  have  been  found  eligible  for 

13  designation  as  wild  and  scenic  rivers.  The  Air 

14  Force  is  finding  that  the  STI  will  do  nothing  to 

15  diminish  the  outstanding  resource  values  of  these 

16  rivers  is  erroneous. 

17  While  the  canyon  walls  may  not  change, 

18  the  scenic  quality,  opportunities  for  viewing 

19  wildlife,  and  over  all  recreational  experience  will 

20  be  greatly  diminished.  Numerous  overflights,  sonic 

21  bombs,  chaffing  flares  are  incompatible  with  the 

22  wilderness  found  in  these  canyons. 

23  We  have  had  increasing  complaints  from 

24  private  boaters  and  outfitters  that  the  noise  level 

25  and  number  of  overflights  is  currently 


unacceptable.  It  is  difficult  to  evaluate  the 
exact  impact  of  the  ETI  proposal  since  there  is  so 
little  information  in  the  DEIS  on  the  Air  Force's 
actual  activities  in  the  sky.  However,  any 
increase  in  activities  is  too  much. 

There  have  also  been  increased  complaints 
regarding  the  amount  of  chaff  being  found  in  the 
canyons.  The  Navy  has  determined  that  although 
chaff  is  highly  dispersed  when  deployed, 
environmental  factors  lead  to  its  concentration 
over  time.  Chaff  ends  up  in  the  bottom  of  the 
canyons  and  will  most  certainly  stay  there  to  be 
continuously  resuspended  as  the  particles  become 


As  the  citizens  are  being  told  to 
practice  low-impact  carry-in  carry-out  camping 
techniques,  it  is  ironic  that  the  Air  Force  shows 
such  a  total  disregard  for  the  environment  by 
littering  the  very  areas  we  as  recreational  users 
are  going  to  great  lengths  to  maintain  as  pristine 
environments . 

In  addition  to  the  overall  environmental 
degradation  caused  by  the  presence  of  chaff,  there 
are  also  health  concerns  which  have  not  been 
adequately  addressed  in  the  DEIS.  In  a  series  of 


1  memos  last  fall  between  the  Nevada  division  of  the 

2  environmental  protection  and  Carson  City  district 

3  BLM,  the  issue  of  chaff  as  a  public  health  hazard 

4  was  discussed.  The  division  stated  two  primary 

5  concerns  on  how  chaff  affects  the  environment. 

SF-1  6  The  first  concern  regards  the  potential 

7  for  inhalable  particulates  which  occur  from  the 

8  mechanical  breakdown  and  resuspension  of  fibers. 

9  The  division's  second  concern  deals  with  the 

10  physical  deposition  of  solid  waste  on  public  and 

11  private  lands. 

12  The  ETI,  DEIS  needs  a  more  adequate 
SF-10  13  evaluation  of  the  impacts  of  current  levels  of 

14  chaff  on  wildlife  and  humans. 

15  Finally,  I'd  just  like  to  state  that  the 

16  recreational  boaters  of  Idaho  oppose  any  increase 

17  in  military  activities  over  these  truly  unique, 

18  spectacular  canyons.  People  who  float  these  rivers 

19  often  encounter  inclement  weather,  rattlesnakes, 

20  rough  roads,  portages  and  difficult  rapids.  Yet 

21  the  use  increases  every  year  because  the 

22  opportunities  for  solitude  and  experiencing  a  true 

23  wilderness  are  becoming  harder  to  find. 

24  Organizations  such  as  IWA  and  IRU  work  to 

25  educate  river  users  on  the  values  associated  with 
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the  whole  river  environment  and  the  importance  of 
protecting  the  land  that  the  river  runs  through. 

I  would  ask  the  Air  Force  to  lead  the 
citizens  by  example.  Show  some  respect  for  the 
land  in  its  resources  and  abandon  once  and  for  all 
your  plana  to  bomb  the  canyon  lands. 

COLONEL  POPE:  We  have  several  more  cards. 

I'm  going  to  take  a  ten-minute  recess  and  then 
we'll  come  back. 


COLONEL  POPE:  The  next  speaker  is 
Mr.  Paul  Shaffer. 


PAUL  SHAFFER, 


00S133 


appeared  and  gave  the  following  statement: 


17  MR.  SHAFFER:  My  name  is  Paul  Shaffer.  I  live 

0.8  in  Boise.  I'd  like  to  speak  against  the  proposed 

19  range.  There  have  been  lots  of  good  comments 

20  tonight,  detailed  comments.  I  feel  like  one  of  the 

21  public  there  Lucas  mentioned  who  didn't  really  have 

22  time  to  go  through  the  details  of  it.  And  part  of 

23  that  is  the  timing,  part  of  it  is  just  being  busy 

24  with  other  things.  I  just  wanted  to  take  a  few 

25  minutes  to  come  down  and  speak. 


1  I  have  submitted  written  comments  as 

2  well.  I'd  like  to  agree  with  several  of  the 

3  speakers  who  have  gone  before.  Particularly 

4  Wendy  Wilson  of  Idaho  Rivers  United,  Amy  Haak  of 

5  the  Whitewater  Boaters,  and  Lucas.  But  I'd  like  to 

6  add  a  point  that  is  rarely  mentioned.  At  least 

7  rarely  mentioned  publicly,  and  I'd  like  to  have  the 

8  record  show  there's  lots  of  talk  about  the  need  for 

9  preparing  for  war.  I  think  we  also  have  to  talk 

10  about  whether  war  itself  is  justified.  I  was  a 

11  registered  conscientious  objector  during  the 

12  Vietnam  War.  And  I  still  don't  believe  it’s  the 

13  solution,  war,  is  the  solution  to  worldly  troubles 

14  that  we  face,  much  less  justifies  the  impacts 

15  proposed  in  this  plan  to  one  of  our  country's  most 

16  beautiful  deserts.  That's  all  my  comments.  Thanks 

17  for  the  opportunity. 

18  COLONEL  POPE:  Thank  you.  Next  speaker  is 

19  Mr.  Norm  Anderson. 


GE-2 


NORM  ANDERSON, 


008134 


appeared  and  gave  the  following  statement: 


MR.  ANDERSON:  Thank  you.  I'm  Norm  Anderson. 


I  live  here  in  Boise. 


a  concerned  citizen. 


sportsman.  On  a  recent  horseback  ride  into  Little 
Jacks  Creek  we  saw  22  adult  bighorn  sheep  and  eight 
lambs.  In  three  days  we  had  no  low-level 
airplanes,  no  loud  aircraft  noise,  and  no  sonic 
booms.  A  peaceful  solitude. 

What  would  it  be  like  if  Little  Jacks  and 
Big  Jacks  were  included  in  an  expanded  bombing 
range?  Would  the  sheep  still  be  there?  Or  would 
they  be  run  off  by  aircraft  noise  and  sonic  boons? 
Would  they  breed  and  successfully  raise  their 
lambs?  I  don't  think  so.  And  the  Air  Force  EIS 
doesn't  have  valid  studies  to  prove  their  aircraft 
noise  wouldn't  hurt  the  sheep  population. 

The  Air  Force  BIS  starts  with  high  base 
level  noise,  then  uses  noise  levels  of  smaller 
aircraft  averaged  over  a  24-hour  period.  How  does 
that  realistically  represent  the  noise  impact  in  a 
wilderness-like  area?  They  use  the  best  of  their 
studies  and  still  have  noise  levels  harmful  to 
humans.  It  would  be  like  living  at  the  end  of 
Gowen  Pield  runway.  The  Air  Force  wants  to  include 
Big  and  Little  Jacks  Creek  to  spread  the  noise  over 
a  larger  area.  Less  impact  on  the  present  area, 
they  say. 

I  say  no  to  supersonic  flights  i'«low 


30,000  feet.  Flares  and  chaff  limited  to  present 
Saylor  Creek  Range.  As  to  enhanced  training,  do  it 
at  established  sites  in  Utah  and  Nevada.  No 
additional  bombing  range  in  Idaho.  Thank  you. 

COLONEL  POPE:  Thank  you.  Next  speaker  is 
Robert  Weber.  I'll  set  his  card  aside  and  call  his 
name  again  later.  Next  speaker  Is 
Miss  Suzanne  Lewis. 


SUZANNE  LEWIS, 


008135 


appeared  and  gave  the  following  statement: 


13  MS.  LEWIS:  Thank  you  for  allowing  the 

14  citizens  of  Idaho  to  speak.  My  name  is 

15  Suzanne  Lewi*.  I'm  a  fifth  generation  Idahoan  and 

16  I've  appeared  at  many  of  these  meetings.  1  am  a 

17  holistic  therapist  and  what  I  came  tonight  to  talk 
10  about  is  the  spiritual,  emotional  aspects. 

-19  In  times  gone  by  I've  spoken  about  how 

20  indigenous  people  come  to  decisions.  They  know 

21  that  if  something  this  big  is  going  to  occur,  they 

22  call  upon  the  wise  men  and  the  elders.  They  sit 

23  down  and  they  take  into  consideration  the  children, 

24  the  water,  the  people,  the  weak  ones,  the  forelady 

25  ones.  And  repeatedly  I've  seen  that  the  government 
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has  not  listened.  I'd  like  to  know  if  there's  any 
studies  done  about  the  neurological  and  the 
psychological  damages  that  have  already  occurred. 

I've  had  the  good  tortune  of  walking  with 
medicine  people  and  they  talk  about  the  chaff  and 
bronchial  disorders.  The  talk  about  the  waters  and 
the  health  of  their  people,  and  they're  not  being 


Recently,  I  had  the  good  fortune  of 
working  with  an  Air  Force  man,  a  pilot.  And  he  has 
cancer.  And  as  I  worked  with  him,  he  could  not 
show  emotions.  And  finally  he  said  the  only  time 
he  felt  spiritual  connection  is  when  he  saw  a  giant 
plane  go  over  the  sky.  Then  he  felt  the  rush  of 
aliveness.  In  this  man's  dying  process,  he's  been 
cold  not  to  feel,  not  to  be  conscious  of  aliveness 
of  everything.  Now  he's  mending,  but  he  has  had  to 
get  back  to  his  feelings.  He's  had  to  show 
emotions.  He's  had  to  care  for  people.  I've 
worked  with  Vietnam  veterans  and  they  were  told, 
don't  feel,  just  load  armaments.  And  it  doesn't 
work,  it  doesn't  work. 

The  indigenous  people  teach  us  that  we're 
all  related  and  stop  right  now.  who  has  walked 
with  Corbin  Harvey?  Who  has  walked  with  the 


1  Creek  reservoir  and  the  plateau  above  the 

2  reservoir.  And  I'd  like  to,  first  of  all,  offer 

3  some  advice  for  the  Air  Force  personnel  that  might 

4  potentially  use  this  area  as  a  training  range.  And 

5  that  is  that  I'm  well  aware  of  the  level  of 

6  disa ssociat ion  that  you  people  have.  You’re  taught 

7  not  to  care.  You're  taught  not  to  care  about  the 

S  impact  that  you  inflict.  And  the  only  way  that 

9  you're  going  to  see  the  damage  that  you  cause  in 

10  sensitive  areas  like  this  is  to  actually  get  down 

11  on  the  ground  and  hike  those  canyons  and  traverse 

12  those  plateaus  and  look  at  the  vildflowers  and  take 

13  part  in  the  silence.  And  then  you  will  truly 

14  understand  the  destruction  chat  could  potentially 

15  cause. 

IS  As  to  the  deficiencies  in  the 

17  environmental  impact  statements,  having  been  an 

18  instructor  of  experimental  designs  and  statistics 

19  at  the  college  level,  your  sound  curves,  Shultz 

20  curve,  is  the  most  glaring  of  the  inadequacies.  It 

21  wouldn't  pass  a  simple  entry-level  statistics  and 

22  experimental  designs  course.  I  know  that  you  are 

23  well  aware  that  there  are  studies  out  there  that 

24  assess  the  impact  of  aircraft  in  the  wilderness 

25  area.  Especially  one  conducted  by  the  United 
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1  Three-fifths  of  all  the  arms  that  are 

2  exported  to  countries  who  have  dictators  around  the 

3  world.  Currently  the  United  States  is  looking  to 

4  go  export  F-l6s  to  Indonesia  so  they  can  continue 

5  to  wage  genocide  on  these  people. 

6  If  you  were  truly  concerned  about  peace 

7  around  the  world,  you  will  stop  exporting  weaponry 

8  around  the  world.  I  also  recommend  that  you  stop 

9  lying  to  the  American  people,  that  you  stop  lying 

10  when  it  comes  to  telling  people  that  you  didn't 

11  crack  school  buildings  when  there  are  no  other  Air 

12  Force  could  possibly  have  been  responsible  for  it 

13  other  than  you.  That  you  use  realistic  studies  in 

14  the  environmental  impact  statement.  I  realize  that 

15  you  are  fledglings  when  it  comes  to  environment 

16  impact  statements,  but  you  must  conduct  it 

17  legally.  Thank  you. 

18  COLONS!,  POPE  j  Thank  you;  the  next  speaker  is 

19  Veil  Hadley. 


VERL  HADLEY. 


00S137 


appeared  and  gave  the  following  statement: 


MR.  HADLEY:  My  name  is  Verl  Hadley.  I'm  a 
resident  of  Boise.  I'm  speaking  on  behalf  of 


exist  currently  and  in  the  past. 

Some  other  things  that  I  would  comment  on 
besides  the  need  for  the  training  range  is  the  fact 
that  the  Air  Force  conducts  Itself  professionally, 
and  I  would  wholeheartedly  state  that  the 
professionalism  and  the  abiding  by  the  rules  that 
are  established  are  a  primary  concern,  not  only  of 
the  pilots  and  the  aircrews,  but  also  of  the  Air 
Force  in  general  and  the  base  officials  also  that 
reside  there. 

The  other  things  that  concern  me  deeply 
is  the  fact  that  the  required  training  that  these 

13  people  that  are  in  this  wing  are  needing,  is  not 

14  available  in  the  small  range  that  they  have  now. 
It's  a  figuratively  postage  stamp  range  and  there 
are  so  many  things  that  are  good  about  the  base,  sc 
many  different  plusses,  that  It  has.  And  the  only 
deterrent  that's  a  major  thing  is  the  small 
training  range.  It  has  one  way  in  and  way  out. 

And  there's  just  no  effective  training. 

So  I  feel  that  it's  important  that  they 
get  an  opportunity  to  have  some  diverse  scenarios 
and  to  practice  realistic  training  to  help  them 
improve  their  preparedness.  I  think  the  Air  Force 
has  done  a  good  job  in  maintaining  the  range  that 


myself.  I'm  a  retired  Lieutenant  Colonel  from  the 
U.S.  Air  Force.  I  retired  from  Mountain  Home  Air 
Force  Base  a  few  years  ago.  I’m  full  of  many 
stories.  I've  flown  an  F-lll  around  the  local 
flying  area,  and  I  am  definitely  in  favor  of  the 
proposed  expansion  of  the  air  spaca  and  the  range 


•xpansion . 

And  I  see  that  there  are  critical  needs 
and  I  feel  like  it's  important  to  speak  out  on 
10  behalf  of  that.  I  had  the  opportunity  to  fly  in 

the  Gulf  war.  He  spent  five  months  In  training  and 
preparing  for  that  conflict.  I'm  glad  wa  had  the 

13  time  to  do  that.  We  flew  many,  many  soircas  where 

14  we  planned  various  scenarios  and  then  revert  the 


I  think  that  future  conflicts  may  not 
17  have  the  opportunity  and  the  luxury  of  that  kind  of 
a  time  frame  before  they  go  to  conflict.  And 
that's  why  training  locally  is  critical  in  the 
peacetime  environment . 

Our  composite  force  flew  there  in  the 
Gulf  was  truly  effectively,  and  I  think  that  the 
leaders  of  the  nation  were  sound  in  trying  to  use 
24  the  composite  wing  as  a  peacetime  prepared  force 
and  new  style  as  opposed  to  the  normal  wings  that 
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buried  up  in  that  area.  That's  my 

great-grandmother.  Those  lands  are  very  sacred  to 
me  and  to  my  children  and  her  great-grandchildren, 
and  they  will  be  to  their  great-grandchildren. 

Out  there  in  the  desert,  that  is  our 
church.  That  is  where  we  pray.  That  is  where  we 
breathe  the  air,  drink  the  water,  and  eat  the 
food.  I  cannot  see  that  chaffing,  all  of  that,  the 
silicones  and  the  small,  fine  aluminum  strips  that 
are  so  fine  that  you  can't  see  them.  I  still 
cannot  accept  the  fact  that  you  say  that  they  are 
okay  and  that  they  are  not  hazardous  to  our  lungs 
and  to  our  health.  I  have  found  some  studies  when 
I  went  to  a  couple  of  the  libraries  where  it  does 
cause  cancer.  It  goes  into  the  lungs.  Because 
chaffing  cannot  digest  in  animals.  And  when  the 
wind  blows,  and  it  blows  our  way  towards  the  Duck 
Valley  Indian  reservation,  we  will  breathe  it.  I 
still  can't  accept  that  it's  safe. 

Someone  at  home  told  me  when  you  talk  -- 
or  excuse  me  --  my  husband  mentioned  why  don't  you 
have  them,  if  it's  that  safe,  take  some  of  that 
chaffing  and  put  it  in  a  plastic  bag  and  huff  it, 
breathe  it.  Prove  to  us  that  it  is  safe.  I  don't 
think  anyone  would  do  that  in  the  Air  Force. 


I  don't  feel  our  people  are  expendable. 

We  may  be  a  few,  but  I  don't  think  we're 
expendable.  Our  children  in  the  schools,  they  have 
a  right  to  breathe  and  live  just  like  anyone  else. 

I  would  not  go  into  anyone's  church  to  disturb  then 
while  they  were  praying.  I  hope  that  the  Air  Force 
would  do  the  same  for  us  because  our  church  is  the 


One  of  my  cousins  who  lives  on  another 
Indian  reservation  --  or  aunt  --  said  that  when  the 
low  flights  went  over  her  school,  schoolteacher, 
the  windows  broke.  And  as  they  broke  the  children 
ducked  underneath  the  desks  and  the  glass  went 
right  into  her  leg.  We've  had  overflights, 
supersonic  booms,  and  we've  had  many  glass 
shattered  in  houses  on  the  Duck  Valley  Reservation. 

COLONEL  POPE:  You  need  to  wrap  your  comments 


MS.  MANNING:  Okay.  I  will.  Three  minutes  is 
not  enough. 

COLONEL  POPE:  I'll  let  you  come  back  up  once 
everyone's  had  a  chance  to  speak.  Other  people 
need  a  chance  to  speak,  too. 


MS.  MANNING:  Okay.  Thank  you.  My  father  was 


in  World  War  II  in  the  marines.  And  my  husband  was 
a  Vietnam  veteran  in  the  Air  Force.  And  we  do 
support  military  training,  but  we  do  believe  that 
you  can  train  in  Nevada  right  now.  The  lands  that 
are  ruined  already,  they  are  ruined  in  Utah.  I 
would  like  to  suggest  that  you  keep  continuing 
using  those  and  it  won't  make  any  more  difference, 
SO  more  minutes'  flying  time  to  get  there.  Thank 


10  COLONEL  POPE:  The  next  speaker  is 

11  Janet  Ward. 


JANET  WARD, 


008139 


14  appeared  and  gave  the  following  statement: 

15  MS,  WARD:  I'm  Janet  Ward,  I  live  in  Boise. 

16  Idaho,  and  I  want  to  thank  you  for  the  coffee  and 

17  the  opportunity  to  speak. 

18  It's  ironic,  it's  Friday  the  13th.  I 

19  have  a  certain  sense  of  gloom  and  a  certain  sense 

20  of  deja  vu .  You  are  very  persistent.  I  feel  as  if 

21  I've  been  involved  in  this  discussion  for  the  last 

22  ten  or  fifteen  years. 

23  I  am  57.  I  hope  I  live  long  enough  to 

24  see  the  issue  put  to  rest  once  and  for  all.  You 

2 5  and  I  obviously  have  very  different  views.  I  love 


the  desert  very  much  for  its  wilderness  values, 
•specially  Jacks  Creek,  the  Jarbidge,  the  Bruneau, 
and  the  Owyhee  canyon  lands.  These  are  beautiful 
areas.  They  are  awe  inspiring,  they're  worthy  of 
preservation.  What  I  see  as  worthy  of  preservation 
is  rare  and  precious. 

I  feel  the  Air  Force  sees  this  as 
wasteland,  useless,  and  appropriate  for  bombing 
training.  These  differences,  we  are  speaking  of 
the  Owyhee  canyon  lands,  which  is  okay.  Except,  if 
I  am  to  exceed  my  valued  areas  to  the  Air  Force  for 
-a  bombing  rang«,  you  have  to  present  me  with 
compelling  reasons  why.  And  I  do  not  feel  that  you 
have  done  so  in  the  past,  and  you  have  not  done  so 


My  concerns  are  the  bighorns  and  the 
birds  of  prey  and  wilderness  and  the  effects  of 
noise  on  these  three  things.  Now,  today  there  was 
an  air  show,  and  I  felt  like  it  was  directly  over 
my  house.  Every  time  I  went  out,  I  thought  "Wow* 
the  impact  of  the  noise.  I  was  very  impressed. 

Last  Wednesday  I  was  hiking  in  the 
Bennett  hills,  and  I  was  strafed  by  a  noise  from 
one  low-flying  fighter.  And  the  impact  of  that 
noise,  I  could  feel  it  in  my  breastbone. 
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your  time.  My  name  is  Robin  Blaisdell.  I  was 
raised  in  Idaho.  I'm  a  resident  of  Boise.  I  am  on 
the  board  of  directors  for  the  Snake  River 
Alliance.  However,  the  thoughts  expressed  this 


The  fact  that  this  new  proposal  is 
referred  to  as  an  enhancement  of  training  rather 
than  a  necessity,  should  warrant  concern  to  all  of 
us  who  value  the  beauty  and  solitude  of  Idaho's 


If  a  199S  Department  of  Defense  auditors 
report  concluded  chat  additional  training  needs 
were  not  necessary,  then  why  are  we  having  these 
hearings  this  evening?  In  these  times  of  frantic 
industrial  and  electronic  age  of  ours,  we  find 
diminishing  areas  that  afford  us  the  beauty  of  our 


I  would  like  to  propose  that  we  accept 
responsibility  for  our  environment,  that  we  place 
the  highest  value  on  this  region.  In  stepography 
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have  to  be.  They  must  be  willing  to  share.  The 

1 

only  asking  for  12,000.  Earlier  today  there  was  a 

Air  Force  must  be  willing  to  continue  their 

2 

gentleman  who  said  he  enjoyed  going  to  Jacks  Creek 

training  in  existing  resources  and  training 

3 

and  he  saw  all  the  bighorn  sheep  and  that.  What 

facilities  in  rdaho  and  adjacent  states. 

4 

you  have  to  realize  is  that  the  Air  Force  has  been 

The  Air  Force  realizes  there  are  many 

S 

flying  in  that  area  for  many  years.  And  the  fact 

other  values  in  the  Owyhees  besides  military 

6 

that  all  those  bighorn  sheep  are  still  there  proves 

training.  Their  own  studies  show  that.  I  ask  the 

7 

that  the  Air  Force  has  been  a  good  steward  of  that 

Atr  Force  to  be  willing  to  share  the  Owyhees  and 

8 

area.  And  all  they're  asking  for  is  a  little  more 

drop  the  requests  for  the  training  range.  The  Air 

9 

use  of  that  area.  Just  a  little  more  use  of  that 

Force  can  help  its  mission  of  retaining  the  peace 

10 

area  . 

by  starting  in  the  Owyhees.  No  more  bombing  range. 

11 

No  one  has  proven  what  the  Air  Force  has 

COLONEL  POPE:  Thank  you.  Next  speaker  is 

12 

been  doing  has  caused  any  negative  impacts  in  chat 

Hartley  Streeter. 

13 

area.  An  overflight  every  now  and  then  is  not  too 

HARTLEY  STREETER,  008142 

14 

much  to  ask  for  for  the  continued  presence  of 

15 

Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base  in  Idaho. 

appeared  and  gave  the  following  statement: 

16 

Now,  many  people  have  said,  "Well,  it's 

17 

not  on  the  closure  list."  But,  you  know,  there  are 

MR.  STREETER:  I  would  like  to  thank  you  for 

18 

more  closure  lists  coming  up  all  the  time.  And  if 

the  time  tonight.  I  appreciate  everyone's 

19 

Mountain  Home  had  that  training  range,  it  would  be 

comments.  I  was  raised  in  Mountain  Home  and  live 

20 

more  likely  it  would  not  be  added  to  that  list 

here  now  in  Boise.  Like  many  people  here,  I've 

21 

because  that  is  an  asset  for  that  base  staying 

gone  out  in  the  Jacks  Creek  area.  And  the 

22 

there  .  ■ 

gentleman  here  just  mentioned  sharing. 

23 

Then  there's  the  question  of  flying  down 

The  Idahoans  have  millions  and  millions 

24 

to  Utah  or  Nevada.  Only  15  minutes  away.  But  do 

of  acres  taken  as  wilderness.  The  Air  Force  is 

25 

you  know  how  expensive  15  minutes  in  an  Air  Force 

jet  is?  That's  about  $10,000.  So  it  is  more  cost 
effective  to  have  the  range  here  in  Idaho. 

And  then  a  lady  mentioned  Chaff  coming 
out  and  huffing  it.  Now,  we  know  that  auto 
pollution  is  bad,  but  it  gets  dispersed.  And 
they've  done  things  to  make  auto  pollution  less 
dangerous.  So  I'm  not  suggesting  that  anybody  huff 
the  end  of  a  tailpipe,  but  this  small  amount  of 
chaff  that  these  planes  put  out  is  dispersed  over 
thousands  and  thousands  of  square  feet  and  many 
square  miles.  So  it's  not  like  huffing  it.  It 
would  never  be  like  huffing  it.  Very  small 
particles,  mostly  aluminum  like  aluminum  foil. 

I  encourage  the  Air  Force,  though,  to  be 
very  careful  with  what  it  does.  Choose  the  ETI 
that  has  the  least  amount  of  impacts  and  let's  have 
the  environmentalists  actually  share  for  once 
instead  of  taking  more  millions  and  millions  and 
millions  of  acres  out.  And  let's  have  the  great 
economic  benefits  of  Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base 
remain . 

And  also  remember  that  the  entire  Idaho 
congressional  delegation  supports  the  training 
range.  The  majority  of  the  Idaho  State  Legislature 
supports  the  expansion  of  the  training  range. 


GE-1  s 
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Thank  you  very  much. 

COLONEL  POPEs  Thank  you.  Next  speaker  is 
Mr.  Jack  Streeter. 

JACK  STREETER,  003143 

appeared  and  gave  the  following  statement: 


8  MR.  STREETER:  My  name  is  Jack  Streeter.  I 

9  was  born  in  Elko,  Nevada.  I  lived  in  Idaho  for  a 

10  number  of  years.  Member  of  the  United  States  Army 

11  and  the  Air  Force.  All  that  kind  of  stuff. 

12  Here's  what  I  want  to  calk  about, 

13  pilots.  Boy,  they're  expensive.  Most  of  them  go 

14  to  college  before  they're  effective  in  their 

15  business.  They've  got  be  around  five  years  now  or 

16  take  the  ones  that  come  up  through  the  ranks.  They 

17  get  effective  a  little  sooner. 

18  But,  anyway,  it's  a  tremendous  expense 

19  for  the  government.  And  the  aircraft  they  fly 

20  costs  well  over  a  million  dollars.  The  training 

21  invested  in  those  five  years  is  another  million 

22  dollars. 

23  Now,  I  want  them  trained  so  that  they 

24  could  bomb  six  Bruneau  snails  at  500  yards  and  kill 

25  every  darn  one  of  them.  Now,  that's  the  kind  of 
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1 

precise  bombing  we  need  to  support  the  ground 

1 

broker,  they're  the  most  dollars  and 

2 

troops  and  to  support  what  we  want  to  keep.  And 

2 

cents -conscious  guys  you  ever  ran  into.  And  if 

3 

that's  those  men  alive.  And  I  think  it's  important 

3 

somebody'*  going  to  use  the  ground  in  their  county, 

4 

that  they  have  the  best  training  in  the  world. 

4 

they'll  say,  "Are  we  going  to  get  enough  money  out 

S 

Now,  one  of  the  things  that's  been 

5 

of  this  or  are  we  going  to  get  a  profit  here  so  we 

6 

mentioned  about,  why  do  we  need  this?  Well,  one  of 

6 

can  build  another  road  or  maybe  build  another 

7 

the  reasons  we  need  this,  there  are  other  bases 

7 

school  or  something?" 

8 

that  are  building  down.  Some  of  them  are  going  to 

8 

They  want  anybody  that's  using  that 

9 

be  closed.  The  military  is  getting  less  and  less 

9 

ground  to  pay.  And  that  the  final  analysis,  I 

10 

money.  It's  got  to  do  more  and  more  with  less. 

10 

think  the  Air  Force  will  come  to  the  conclusion, 

11 

So  I  think  we  ought  to  --  got  to  consider 

11 

that  when  they're  there,  they  have  to  pay,  too. 

12 

that.  There's  another  thing  that  we've  got  to 

12 

And  I  think  they  would  be  willing  to  do  that 

13 

consider.  You  know,  if  the  land  in  question  was 

13 

because  they  have  everyplace  else  that  I've  run 

14 

administered  the  way  that  the  Constitution  of  the 

14 

into  them  in  27  bases  in  25  years  in  the  service, 

15 

United  States  envisioned  it,  it  would  have  already 

15 

and  I  thank  you. 

16 

been  state  land.  Then  we  wouldn't  have  to  fool 

16 

COLONEL  POPE:  Thank  you.  Next  speaker  is 

17 

around  with  Washington,  D.C.,  and  the  bureaucracy 

17 

Mr.  Nick  Johnston. 

18 

that  is  getting  so  overbearing  that  it's  absolutely 

16 

19 

disgusting . 

GE-219 
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NICK  JOHNSTON, 

20 

Now,  the  Air  Porce  has  got  to  cleanup  its 

JC 

appeared  and  gave  the  following  statement! 

21 

mess  where  ever  it  makes  it  because  the 

21 

22 

environmental  impact  studies  require  that.  And  I 

22 

MR.  JOHNSTON:  Thank  you.  Tonight  I  am 

23 

think  they  will  do  that.  The  other  thing  they  have 

23 

representing  myself  and  committee  for  Idaho's  high 

24 

to  do,  when  you're  confronting  a  group  of  county 

24 

desert  as  conservation  chair. 

25 

commissioners,  and  in  my  business  I  do  that  as  a 

25 

The  area  encompassing  southwestern  Nevada 

403 

404 

1 

and  southeastern  Oregon  is  truly  unique  for  many 

1 

type  of  the  use  of  the  Air  Force  guns.  Nowhere  do 

2 

reasons.  Several  of  which  the  current  EIS  and  all 

2 

you  guarantee  this  is  what  we  will  not  be  left 

3 

previous  BIS's  have  failed  to  address.  If  you, 

3 

with.  Tumble  mustard  and  cheat  grass. 

4 

which  includes  noise,  economics,  and  federal  NEPA 

4 

The  real  issue,  however,  is  the  issue  of 

5 

compliance,  whether  you  call  it  ITS  or  ATI,  these 

5 

need.  The  Air  Force  has  stated  that  it  does  not 

6 

proposals  are  entirely  inadequate.  As  with  the 

6 

need  this  range.  In  1995  the  Inspector  General's 

7 

last  EIS  proven  to  be  flawed  in  federal  court,  this 

7 

report  says  that  the  Air  Force  does  not  need  this 

8 

one  awaits  the  same  fate. 

8 

range.  Somehow  in  the  marketing  boards  to  push 

9 

I've  spent  most  of  today  hiking  around 

9 

this  thing  through,  we  are  now  weighing  lives 

10 

Jacks  Creek  with  Mr.  Hopkins.  We  witnessed  a 

10 

against  need. 

11 

living  desert  watershed.  There  are  snow  fields 

11 

This,  not  surprisingly,  is  part  of  the 

12 

still  melting  on  the  north  sides  of  the  high 

12 

erroneous  unpublished  campaign  to  go  along  with  an 

13 

tables.  I  would  suggest  you  all  in  this  rcom  to 

p 

equally  erroneous  published  EIS.  The  real  issue  is 

14 

visit  what  at  one  time  was  an  area  just  as  pristine 

PN-1  14 

the  need  and  compliance  with  the  law.  Neither  of 

15 

Yorager  (phonetic)  training  range,  an  area 

L= 

which  has  been  shown  or  achieved. 

16 

encompassing  Simpeo  road.  This  is  a  product  of 

16 

A  few  other  points  1  would  like  to 

17 

what  can  happen  when  you  burn  all  the  native  high 

17 

address,  June  7th,  talking  about  chat  animal 

18 

desert  vegetation.  You  end  up  with  fields  of 

18 

bridge,  between  2:00  and  2:45  I  heard  eleven  sonic 

19 

tumble  mustard  and  cheat  grass. 

19 

booms.  Between  2:45  and  3:40  there  were 

20 

This  is  entirely  unproductive  land  at 

20 

approximately  five  more. 

21 

this  time  and  probably  will  never  be  productive.  I 

21 

Through  my  contacts  at  Fish  ar.d  Came,  I 

22 

see  no  guarantee  in  the  BIS  that  the  use  of  SAM's, 

22 

was  informed  chat  the  Air  Force  for  the  past  two 

'  23 

which,  I  guess,  will  be  part  of  this  new  proposal, 

23 

weeks  has  been  conducting  some  kind  of  training 

24 

and  are  also  notorious  for  creating  wildfires, 

24 

over  Jacks  Creek.  The  Air  Force  at  this  time  is 

25 

flares,  chaff,  enemy  bombs,  or  just  the  industrial 

25 

not  authorized  to  use  Jacks  Creek  and  must  call  in 

 -  -J 
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1  the  FAA  daily  to  get  authorization  to  use  it. 

2  So  as  far  as  the  Air  Force  using  that 

3  area  since  the  beginning  of  time,  that's  just  not 

4  true.  But  anyway,  thank  you. 

5  COLONEL  POPE:  Thank  you.  Next  speaker  is 

6  Mr.  Frederick  Ward. 

7 

GE-1  0  FREDERICK  WARD,  00S145 

9  appeared  and  gave  the  following  statement: 

10 

11  MR.  WARD:  My  name  is  Frederick  Ward,  and  I 

12  live  in  Boise.  I  would  prefer  that  the  Air  Force 

13  abandon  Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base  including 

14  the  --  and  take  over  the  Mountain  Home  facility  and 

15  the  Boise  airport  to  expand  to  the  south  where  the 

16  airport  is  currently  located. 

17  Compositely  we'd  halt  the  Air  Porce  base 

18  in  New  Mexico  where  a  large  area  of  land  is  already 

19  under  government  control  and  is  part  of  (inaudible) 

20  and  the  White  Sands  missile  range.  It  forklifts 

21  this  alterior  range  to  the  south. 

22  Access  to  this  fast  track  already 

23  requires  security  clearance  Haloman* s  (phonetic) 

24  recognized  as  a  training  facility.  In  fact,  we 

25  currently  lease  it  to  Germany  to  train  their 


1  pilots.  I  don't  see  the  need  to  spend  tax  dollars 

2  to  develop  a  training  range  in  Idaho  or  elsewhere 

3  when  a  suitable  facility  already  exists.  Thank 

4  you . 

5  COLONEL  POPE:  Thank  you.  Next  speaker  is 

6  Polly  Peterson. 

7 

GE-1  8  POLLY  A.  PETERSON,  0CS146 

9  appeared  and  gave  the  following  statement: 

10 

11  MS.  PETERSON:  Hello.  I'm  Dr.  Polly  Peterson, 

12  a  psychotherapist  here  in  Boise.  I'm  a  native 

13  Idahoan.  I'm  also  a  shaman  of  practice.  And  in 

14  doing  that  work,  I'm  learning  the  ancient  healing 

15  ways  of  the  native  peoples.  Knowing  the  healing 

16  energy  of  plants  and  herbs  and  spirit  and  nature. 

17  I've  recently  published  a  book  on  this  subject 

18  which  is  meeting  with  very  positive  reviews. 

19  Two  weeks  ago  I  was  40  miles  from 

20  Grand  View  in  the  exquisite  high  mountain  desert 

21  that  is  the  subject  of  this  debate.  There  were 

22  ancient  Junipers,  thousands  of  wlldflowers,  eagles. 

23  it  was  a  magnificent  time.  we  were  doing  sacred 

24  shamanic  training. 

25  Suddenly,  in  the  middle  of  this  sacred 
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409 

that's  just  on  the  other  side  of  the  runway  from 

1 

410 

Canyon  and  Mantic  {phonetic!  dam.  That's  about  200 

2 

the  runways  out  there.  And  you  know  what  I'm 

2 

feet  there.  In  the  days  when  the  F-4  used  to  fly 

3 

talking  about  out  there.  And  on  my  farm  or  in  my 

3 

over  that  and  the  ducks  were  landing  on  the  river 

4 

home,  I  can  look  out  my  window  and  see  these 

4 

in  the  fall  when  the  river  was  running  low.  And 

5 

things.  I  can  watch  the  airplanes  taxi  in  and  out 

5 

when  chose  P*4s  would  come  over  there,  yes,  they 

6 

and  take  off  and  land  on  the  northwest  end  runway. 

6 

made  a  lot  of  noise.  But  the  ducks  didn't  leave. 

7 

In  the  wintertime  the  geese  fly  out  on 

7 

Ar.d  I  didn't,  either. 

8 

those  farms  and  land  there  and  if  you  want  to  talk 

8 

I'm  here  to  testify  to  you  folks  that 

9 

to  some  people  about  how  to  hunt  geese,  they  set  up 

9 

I've  lived  this  and  been  there  since  1970.  I  know 

10 

their  blinds  out  there  and  they're  hunting  geese 

10 

where  I'm  speaking  of.  The  animals  don't  mind,  I 

11 

constantly  out  there.  I  have  yet  to  see  a  flock  of 

11 

don't  mind.  Frankly,  the  animals  out  there  on  that 

12 

geese  or  a  flock  of  ducks  or  any  of  the  other  wild 

12 

range  where  we're  talking  about,  will  be  safer  with 

13 

game  out  there  fly  away  in  fright  and  terror  when 

13 

the  Air  Force  flying  over  that  than  they  will  if 

14 

the  airplanes  come  and  go.  They  just  don't  do  it. 

14 

they're  not  because  the  security  there  from 

15 

And  in  fact,  if  you  watch  them  closely, 

15 

poachers  will  be  increased  and  you'll  find  you'll 

16 

and  I  have,  the  coyotes,  too.  And  I've  never 

16 

probably  have  more  animals  out  there  than  you  know 

17 

killed  a  coyote  on  my  place  because  they're  one  of 

17 

what  to  do  with.  Thank  you  very  much  for  the  time 

IB 

the  best  rodent  getters  to  get.  I  love  to  have 

18 

and  if  there's  time  at  the  tail  end  I  would  like  to 

19 

them  out  there.  They  don't  bother  the  cattle. 

19 

speak  more  to  this  subject.  Thank  you. 

20 

They  bother  the  sheep,  but  they  don't  bother 

20 

COLONEL  POPE:  Thank  you.  Next  speaker  will 

21 

cattle.  And  if  you  watch  them  closely,  they  will 

21 

be  Edwina  Allen. 

22 

know  a  plane's  coming  before  you  do,  but  they  don't 

22 

EDWINA  ALLEN,  00314S 

23 

run  in  terror.  They  just  keep  on  doing  what 

GE-2  23 

24 

they’re  doing. 

24 

appeared  and  gave  the  following  statement: 

25 

I've  been  fishing  in  the  Little  Winter 

25 

411 

1 

MS.  ALLEN:  My  name  is  Edwina  Allen.  I  live 

2 

at  2114  Ridgecrest  Drive  in  Boise.  This  is  the 

3 

fourth  proposal  that  the  Air  Force  has  had  to 

4 

expand  its  bombing  range  in  Idaho.  And  for  the 

5 

fourth  time  I  stand  before  you  to  oppose  your 

6 

proposal  to  destroy  the  Idaho  I  know  and  love. 

7 

I'll  be  here  as  many  times  as  it  takes  to 

8 

defeat  this  bad  idea  forever.  Looking  at  maps  of 

9 

military  airspace  already  in  effect  in  the  western 

10 

United  States  makes  it  clear  that  the  Air  Force 

11 

does  not  need  an  expanded  battle  zone  in  Idaho.  No 

PN-1  F2 

need  has  been  demonstrated. 

13 

The  Owyhee  country  is  a  treasure  to  the 

14 

Idaho  high  desert.  The  desert  records  sheep, 

15 

antelope,  sage  grouse.  Some  of  the  richest 

16 

archeological  sites  in  Idaho  are  found  here. 

17 

Demonstrating  to  people  that  use  this  area  for 

IB 

millennia. 

19 

It's  unconscionable  to  lock  the  public 

20 

out  of  areas  that  have  been  home  for  people  for  so 

21 

long.  I'm  concerned  about  aircraft  noise  and  its 

22 

effect  -on  animals  and  other  sensitive  receptors, 

23 

namely,  people  including  those  who  make  their  hone 

24 

in  the  Duck  Valley  Indian  Reservation. 

25 

I  request  that  you  demonstrate  over  Boise 

the  various  noise  levels  you  expect  to  generate  so 
those  of  us  not  intimate  with  the  supersonic 
activity  can  better  appreciate  your  conclusions. 

I'm  also  concerned  about  what  our  bighorn  sheep 
living  in  confined  canyons  will  do  when  they 
experience  supersonic  activity.  It  seems  to  me 
chat  the  night  flight  will  be  particularly 
distressing  to  wild  animals.  How  could  you 
possibly  mitigate  such  effects? 

Regardless  of  what  flight  patterns 
proposed,  once  the  range  is  in  operation  lower 
altitude  flights  can  be  authorized  without  an 
additional  EIS. 

I’m  concerned  about  the  chaff  and  flares 
that  you  drop.  It  will  certainly  affect  night 
fires  and  destroy  vegetation.  Much  of  the  region 
has  not  been  adequately  inventoried  by  botanists. 
If  the  bombing  range  is  placed  here  we’ll  never 
know  what  secrets  you  once  held.  What  will  be  the 
effect  on  water  when  materials  are  dropped  or 
dissolved  in  the  region's  waterways? 

Military  rangers  throughout  the  West  are 
notorious  for  toxic  waste  sites.  I'm  concerned 
about  the  emitter  sites  being  placed  on  the  land. 
In  winter  when  this  high  elevation  land  is  covered 
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with  snow,  we'll  be  servicing  the  sites  by 
helicopters.  What  panic  will  this  cause  among 
wildlife  in  the  winter  range. 

The  economic  future  of  Idaho  will  be 
adversely  effected  if  this  range  is  implemented. 
Manufacturing  is  rapidly  becoming  Idaho's  number 
one  industry.  Companies  locate  here  because  of  the 
quality  life,  not  scnic  bombs  and  restricted  land. 

World  War  III  is  an  economic  war  and  we 
better  get  on  with  winning  it.  The  solitude  I 
experience  hiking  the  Owyhee  canyon  lands  is 
precious  to  me.  A  friend  recently  visiting  in 
Idaho  was  so  struck  by  the  grandeur  in  Owyhee 
country  that  he  enthusiastically  proclaimed  it  to 
be  of  national  park  quality. 

Indeed,  will  be  much  more  appropriate  for 
a  government  to  be  studying  this  pristine  high 
18  desert  area  as  an  inclusion  of  our  natural  park 

system  than  for  a  bombing  range  impacting  billions 


This  area  is  part  of  our  heritage  which 
if  it  remains  as  it  is  now  and  available  for  all  to 
visit  as  opposed  to  setting  your  training  in 
Idaho's  spectacular  high  desert.  Thank  you  for 


14  leaving  tomorrow 


going  to  pay  with  their  lives.  Or  rather  they're 
going  to  pay  with  their  lives. 

When  you  go  into  combat  you  better  know 
what  you're  doing.  You  better  know  it  better  than 
the  guys  you're  going  up  against.  Or  you  may  be 
six  feet  under.  Okay?  So  I  think  when  we  look  at 
the  world's  situation  today,  what  we  are  is  we're 
8  j  like  one  coup  away  from  a  new  Soviet  Union,  a  new 
fascist  regime  in  Russia,  a  new,  you  know,  regime 
in  Germany.  And  any  number  of  other  countries.  So 
we're  faced  with  a  dangerous  world  today.  We're  in 
a  less  stable  world  today  then  we  were  when  the 
Soviet  Union  was  still  intact. 

The  other  question  is,  so  we  need  it. 

The  other  question,  is  there  a  better  place  to  put 
it?  And  I  would  say  no.  We're  right  here  near  the 
base  where  there  is  a  composite  wing  and  this  is  a 
good  place  to  put  it.  And  like  Pete  Nielson,  I've 
driven  past  all  kinds  of  animals.  I've  purposely 
honked  my  horn  at  antelope.  I  don't  see  those 
things  responding  at  all. 

So  I  think  what  the  thing  is,  number  one, 
we  need  the  range.  Number  2,  the  proposed  areas  is 
the  best  place  to  put  it.  Thank  you  very  much. 

COLONEL  POPE:  I  will  call  the  names  of  those 
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cards  1  called  earlier.  Is  Mr.  Bill  Clark  here? 
You  may  speak  now.  Sorry  I  missed  you  before. 


BILL  CLARK, 


003150 


appeared  and  gave  the  following  statement! 


7  MR.  CLARK:  I'm  Bill  Clark.  I  live  here  in 

a  Boise.  I'm  representing  myself.  Let's  see.  Well. 
9  one  thought  I've  had  I  guess  on  the  economic 

10  benefit  is  that  as  a  legislature  recognizes  that 

11  every  dollar  of  economic  prosperity  pumped  into 

12  Mountain  Home  is  $1.50  we  took  out  of  somewhere 

13  else.  So  I  think  we  need  to  keep  that  in  nind. 

14  But  it  also  goes  in  hand  with  you  have  to 

15  really  want  this  thing  and  know  what  you're  getting 

16  into. 

17  That  said,  X  think  a  major  barrier  to 

IS  this  is  then  directly  the  draft.  The  major  barrier 

19  to  training  and  a  major  solution  to  that  barrier  I 

20  think  is  overlooked  in  the  draft.  It  was  glossed 

21  over.  And  that  barrier  is  a  slab  of  secluded  air 

22  space  that  parallels  Idaho  51  and  splits  the  M0A 

23  right  in  two.  It  prevents  most  of  the  military 

24  maneuvers  below  18,000  feet.  Thus,  the  military 

25  traffic  in  the  west  tends  to  stay  in  the  west  and 


the  traffic  in  the  east  tends  to  stay  east.  And  is 
concentrated  in  those  areas. 

The  BIS  proposes  to  annex  the  airspace 
under  the  existing  M0A  and  allow  the  traffic  to  fly 
freely  throughout  the  area  and  reduce  the  overall 
density  of  aircraft.  The  flaw  with  this  reasoning 
is  that  the  Air  Force  uses  this  air  space  anyway. 
Before  each  mission  the  aircrews  ask  crews  of  Salt 
Lake  center  to  clear  the  area  and  there  is  instant 


So  if  the  traffic  is  already  dispersed, 
then  the  EIS  cannot  take  benefit  for  this.  If  the 
traffic  is  already  dispersed,  the  EIS  cannot  take 
credit  for  this  benefit.  Furthermore,  it  seems  to 
me  that  any  kind  of  temporary  airspace  is  supposed 
to  be  temporary.  It's  not  a  substitute  for  formal 
approval,  which  in  this  case  appears  to  be 
18  incremental  expansion.  It  should  be  regulated 

NEPA.  Let's  see,  in  any  event,  I  think  the  final 
EIS  should  recognize  chat  much  of  the  proposed 
airspace  expansion  is  already  in  use.  Thank  you. 

COLONEL  POPE:  Thank  you.  Is  Mr.  Robert  Weber 


ROBERT  WEBER, 


00S151 


appeared  and  gave  the  following  statement: 


4  MR.  WEBER:  Thank  you  again.  I  was  here  last 

5  night  and  said  a  few  words.  My  name  is  Robert 

6  Weber,  Bob  Weber.  And  2  own  an  international 

7  corporation  called  Events  Concepts  International, 

8  which  is  based  here.  Part  of  which  is  in  Owyhee 

9  County.  And  we  have  about  30  projects  going  in  20 

10  countries,  but  I've  got  the  hummer,  that  thing,  the 

11  hummer  dealership.  And  quite  a  few  other  things. 

12  But  my  background  ie  as  a  fireman.  I've  worked  34 

13  years  in  forest  fire  work.  The  last  22  I  was  here 

14  at  the  national  fire  center.  I  was  a  general 

15  headquarters  commander,  so  I  get  all  over  the 

16  country.  That  was  a  wonderful  job.  I  loved  every 

17  day  of  it  for  34  years.  And  I  was  on  your  base 

18  actually  quite  a  few  times  over  that  time.  And  it 

19  is  my  belief  that  you  are  the  best  in  the  world. 

20  And  it's  also  important  for  me  that  you  stay  that 

21  way.  But  I  had  a  really  tough  day.  I  talked  to 

22  myself  for  four  hours  this  morning  by  myself  trying 

23  to  figure  this  thing  out.  And  I'm  not  sure  I  have 


it  figured  yet. 


But  I  went  over 


I'm  connected  with  the 


county  commissioners  down  in  Owyhee  county,  so  I 
went  over  their  comprehensive  plan  and  then  I  went 
over  the  upper  Columbia  big  great  basin  plan  and 
the  draft,  Owyhee  resources  management  plan  and 
Chen  a  book  on  the  Snake  River  and  its  people  and 
your  plan.  And  I  spent  the  afternoon  --  I  went 
through  all  the  congressional  delegation  through 
the  governer's  office,  the  Fish  and  Came  and  out  of 
the  Atlanta  to  find  out  what  their  positions  were. 
And  the  bottom  line  is  I  find  no  one,  and  I'm 
including  myself,  that  everyone  that  I  talked  to 
supports  you  and  they  want  to  make  you  the  best  in 
the  world,  whatever  that  takes. 

Short  of  infringing  on  our  personal 
souls.  And  I  think  the  issues  kind  of  boil  down  to 
this:  There’s  no  possible  way  that  you’re  going  to 

get  support  infringing  on  that  Duck  Valley 
18  Reservation.  That's  not  going  to  happen.  That's  a 
sovereign  nation.  It  needs  to  be  viewed  as  that 
and  somehow  you've  got  to  stay  out  of  it.  The 
noiss  in  the  Owyhee*  is  just  simply  not  going  to  be 
acceptable.  On  a  range  somewhere,  but  not  in  the 
Owyhees.  It's  just  too  pristine  and  it  needs  to 
stay  that  way. 

The  chaff  is  a  whole  other  Issue  not 
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job,  and  I  appreciate  your  patience,  your 
politeness,  and  I  just  want  to  leave  one  other 
request.  That  is  that  if  at  all  possible  the 
comment  period  be  extended  for  people  to  be  able  to 
fully  digest  the  documents.  We've  had  a  lot  of 
concerns  raised  about  the  thickness  and  the  volume 
and  the  fact  that  a  lot  of  the  resources  chat  were 
used  as  cited  materials  in  the  report  are  yet  to  be 
available,  which  I  believe  is  a  requirement  of 


Also  that  the  reference  materials  be  made 
available.  And  if  they  are  available,  again,  I 
apologize  for  speaking  out  of  turn.  But  from  what 
I  understand  the  documents  that  the  report  itself 
were  used  to  base  a  lot  of  conclusions  on  have  not 
been  available. 

Lastly,  I  do  want  to  repeat  a  quote  that 
I  shared  in  Twin  Palls.  Dwight  D.  Eisenhower, 
former  president,  said,  "That  the  problem  with 
defense  is  how  far  can  we  go  without  destroying 
from  within  what  we're  trying  to  defend  from 
without."  And  I'll  leave  you  with  that.  Thank 


COLONEL  POPE:  Thank  you.  Anyone  else  who 
would  like  to  make  additional  comments?  I'll 


remind  you  that  at  this  point  in  time  you  have 
until  August  6,  1997  to  provide  additional  requests 

and  comments  that's  obviously  on  the  record  for  an 
extension  of  that  period.  If  there  is  nothing 
further,  this  hearing  is  adjourned. 

(Public  Hearing  concluded  at  9:10  p.m.) 
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and  make  them  at  the  level  they  need  to  be. 
Currently,  the  training  range  exists  as  it  has  for 
r.any  years  and  it  is  essentially  the  equivalent  of 
a  postage  stamp  compared  to  the  size  that  it  needs 
to  be.  And  I  believe  that  the  Air  Force 
desperately  needs  an  increased  size  or  they 
wouldn't  continue  to  ask  for  it  especially  in  light 
of  the  overwhelming  public  nonsupport  of  the  issue. 

Another  benefit  that  I  see  from  this 
range  expansion  is  the  ability,  instead  of  having 
one  way  in  and  one  way  out  with  the  little  range 
that  exists  now,  to  have  a  variety  of  scenarios 
possible.  This  will  make  a  great  enhancement  in 
the  training. 

I  also  feel  that  the  issue  of  the  noise 
and  the  level  of  the  noise  is  not  at  all  a  concern 
as  we  flew  many  missions  in  that  general  area  and 
in  the  air  space  around  Mountain  Home.  We  never 
saw  in  a  low-level  training  any  animals  that  were 
frightened  or  scared  or  running  away  because  of  the 
noise.  And  I  think  that  the  noise,  although  it 
will  exist,  is  not  a  considerable  factor  and  not  a 
deterrent  in  any  of  the  environment. 

I  also  feel  that  the  Air  Force  has  an 
outstanding  record  of  maintaining  the  range  and  the 


use  off  the  ground  and  air  space  requires  that,  I 
think  it's  a  small  price  to  pay  to  maintain  this 
wing  which  will  be  the  first  to  see  combat  in  a 
level  of  readiness  that  they  need  to  be  so  they 
accomplish  the  mission  that  they  are  called  on  to 


Again,  I'm  extremely  much  in  favor  of  the 
proposal  to  increase  the  air  space  and  the  training 
range  as  the  Air  Force  has  indicated  in  the 


environmental  study. 

Thank  you. 


environment  and  keeping  the  surrounding  countryside 
at  a  level  equal  to  our  or  better  than  when  they 


This  is  attested  to  with  the  fact  that 
the  current  range,  as  small  as  it  is,  is  still 
highly  environmentally  sound  and  that  numerous 
visits  to  the  range  by  various  groups  and  officials 
have  indicated  that,  in  fact,  the  environment  and 
the  wildlife  and  everything  around  the  range  is 
more  stable  and  better  than  it  is  in  the 
surrounding  conditions  and  existing  conditions 
outside  of  the  range.  So  to  me  that  shows  that  the 
Air  Force  especially  has  a  good  track  record  of 
maintaining  the  environment  and  protecting  it  and 
taking  care  of  the  range  in  an  adequate  manner. 

I  think  that  the  price  of  freedom  does 
not  always  come  easy,  and  maybe  some  jet  noise  is 
the  price  that  this  will  cost,  but  I  think  that 
it's  well  worth  it.  We  have  always  heard  that 
bumper  slogan  that  jet  noise  is  the  sound  of 
freedom.  And  maybe  with  this  issue  it's  the  price 
of  freedom. 

But  it's  well  worth  it,  in  my  mind,  to 
have  wing  adequately  prepared  to  the  point  that 
they  need  to  be.  And  if  the  noise  or  the  increased 
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IDAHO  MUSEUM  OF  NATURAL  HISTORY 

Waho  Suie  Univeniry 
Cimpui  Box  8096 
Pocatello,  Idaho  83209-0009 
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Telephone  (208)236-3168 
FAX  (208)  236-K00 


Reply  To 

Attn  Of :  ECO- 068 

Captain  Melissa  Miller,  Chief 
366th  Wing  Public  Affairs 
US  Air  Force 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
PO  Box  329 

Boise,  Idaho  83702-0329 

Re:  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho 

Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

GE-1  Dear  Captain  Miler: 

The  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA)  has  received  the  Enhanced  Training  In 
Idaho  Draft. Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  for  review  in  accordance  with  our 
responsibilities  under  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  and  under  Section  309  of  the  Clean 
Air  Act 

EPA  Region  10  has  used  a  screening  tool  to  conduct  a  limited  review  of  the  draft  EIS 
evaluating  the  No-Action  alternative  as  welt  as  the  three  range  development  alternatives  to 
enhance  training  for  the  Air  Force  in  southwest  Idaho.  Based  upon  the  screen,  we  do  not  foresee 
having  any  environmental  objections  to  the  proposed  project  Therefore,  we  will  not  be 
conducting  a  detailed  review  of  the  draft  EIS. 

If  you  have  any  questions,  please  contact  me  in  Seattle  at  206/553-1984. 

Richard  B.  Parkin,  Manager 
Geographic  Implementation  Unit 


U.S.  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 
P.0.  Box  329 
Boise,  ID  83701-0329 


To  Whom  It  May  Concern 

I  am  the  Curator  of  Vertebrate  Paleontology  at  the  Idaho  Museum  of  Natural  History 
(IMNH),  legislatively  designated  as  the  State  Museum  of  Natural  History,  and  have  spent 
much  of  my  life  since  1958  working  with  paleontological  resources. 


I  thank  you  for  sending  a  copy  of  your  draft  EIS  on  "Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho"  to  our 
institution.  Unfortunately,  the  document  is  seriously  flawed  in  its  consideration  (or  lack  of 
coosi deration)  of  paleontologic  resources.  It  just  so  happens  that  I  and  a  co-author,  Allen 
Tcdrow,  are  preparing  a  manuscript  on  the  Miocene  fossil  deposits  of  southern  Idaho, 
including  important  localities  in  and  near  ROt  Two.  This  paper  is  scheduled  to  be  published 
in  September,  1998  in  a  comprehensive  volume  on  the  vertebrate  paleontology  of  Idaho  (I  am 
also  the  chief  editor  of  the  volume). 


Two  different  types  of  impacts  need  to  be  considered  in  the  evaluatioo  of  overall  impact  of  a 
"project  on  paleontological  resources.  First,  and  usually  foremost,  is  the  direct  impact  which 
occurs  when  ground  disturbing  activities  (such  as  munitions  impact,  road  and  building 
construction,  and  even  powerline  construction)  damage  or  destroy  fossils.  Indirect  impact  is 
less  commonly  considered.  It  results  from  the  increased  amateur  or  commercial  collecting 
ER-2  which  often  follows  when  access  to  a  fossiliferous  area  is  improved  or  additional  people  are 
present  and  is  quite  similar  to  the  indirect  impact  upon  archaeological  resources.  Not  only  is 
collecting  fossil  vertebrate*. without  a  permit  illegal  on  federal  lands,  many  fossils  are 
physically  destroyed  by  untrained  collectors  and  the  research  value  of  most  other  fossils  is 
destroyed  when  they  are  separated  from  their  context  without  documentation.  This  project 
has  the  potential  to  create  substantia]  impacts,  both  direct  and  indirect,  on  significant 
paleontological  resources. 


ER-3 


The  EIS  does  not  indicate  which  preparer  or  contributor  was  responsible  for  which  section. 
Nevertheless,  neither  the  list  of  "Preparers  and  Contributors"  (Section  9.0)  nor  the  list  of 
'Persons  and  Agencies  Contracted"  (Section  8.0)  nor  the  "Consultation"  (section  10.0) 
includes  a  qualified  paleontologist.  Current  BLM  policy  requires  that  a  qualified 
jpaleontologist  conduct  paleontologic  surveys  where  there  is  a  potential  risk  to  fossils. 


ISO  Is  An  QpfiOrtVrfy  Employer 
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ER-4 


ER-4 


Is  there  such  a  risk?  The  EIS  states  (section  3.5.4.2)  that  there  are  no  paleontologic  resources 
in  or  near  the  sites  designated  as  Alternatives  A,  B,  and  C.  To  my  knowledge,  there  has  been 
no  effort  by  a  professional  paleontologist  to  search  this  area  for  fossil  resources;  thus,  the 
statement  is  unproven  and,  as  shown  below,  probably  incorrect.  Even  though  we  have  not 
worked  in  the  area,  the  IMNH  records  several  paleontologic  localities  within  the  area,  one 
^adjacent  to  Alternative  C.  The  IMNH  serves  as  the  primary  repository  for  vertebrate  fossils 
from  the  State  of  Idaho;  however,  we  have  no  record  of  having  been  contacted  for  a  records 
search  for  fossil  localities  in  this  area.  Other  institutions  which  may  have  collections  from 
the  general  area  include  the  United  States  Geological  Survey  (Denver),  the  University  of 
California  at  Berkeley,  the  Smithsonian  Institution,  the  Natural  History  Museum  of  Los 
[Angeles  County,  and  the  University  of  Michigan  Museum  of  Paleontology.  Were  any  of 
I  these  contacted? 


Most  of  the  geologists  working  in  this  area  have  been  primarily  interested  in  the  volcanic 
rocks  and  have  paid  little  or  no  attention  to  the  sediments  (often  fossiliferous)  which 
commonly  occur  between  volcanic  deposits.  The  writer  of  the  paleontologic  sections  appears 
to  have  relied  on  the  map  (figure  3.5-1)  showing  the  surface  in  the  southern  and  eastern 
portions  of  the  area  to  consist  of  "undifferentiated  basalts",  large  parts  of  which  on  other 
maps  (c.g.  fig.  3  of  Bonnichsen,  1982:  Maldc  et  al.,  1963)  are  assigned  to  the  "Banbury 
Basalt*.  1  have  worked  in  the  "Banbury  Basalt"  in  the  northeast  portion  of  and  to  the  west  of 
ROl  Two.  In  these  areas,  the  "Banbury  Basalt'  often  includes  more  sedimentary  interbeds 
than  it  does  basalt.  These  sedimentary  interbeds  arc  shown  and/or  briefly  described  by 
Malde  et  al.  (1963)  in  their  reconnaissance  map  of  the  area,  Eloren.  et  al.  (1981)  in  their  map 
of  the  area  adjacent  to  the  west,  and  Jenks  et  al.  in  their  maps  to  the  north  of  the  area. 

These  same  sedimentary  interbeds  frequently  yield  fossil  vertebrate  remains  of  Hemphillian 
(late  Miocene)  age  though  no  huge  concentrations  ire  known  so  far  (again,  no  one  has 
adequately  surveyed  the  area  for  fossils).  While  it  may  be  (hat  alternatives  B.C,  and  D  and 
the  other  areas  mapped  as  "undifferentiated  basalt*  which  will  be  disturbed  are,  in  fact, 
underlain  only  by  unfossil iferous  basalt,  they  should  be  examined  by  a  paleontologist  who 
will  focus  on  sediments  rather  than  on  volcanic  rocks.  1  enclose  a  confidential  list.  Search 
#1,  of  our  two  localities  (one  found  by  an  amateur,  the  other  by  BLM  archaeologists)  which 
occur  in  sedimentary  interbeds  in  the  area  mapped  as  "undifferentiated  basalt*  in  your  figure 
3.5-1.  Even  though  I  have  indicated  only  the  Township  and  Range  (more  detailed 
information  exists  in  our  files),  this  list  and  the  one  mentioned  below  are  confidential  and 
should  only  be  seen  by  those  with  a  definite  need  to  know. 

Incidentally,  this  spring  the  federal  office  of  the  BLM  awarded  S4.000  for  a  cooperative  effort 
between  the  BLM  and  IMNH  for  the  recovery  and  study  of  Miocene  paleontologic  resources 
recently  discovered  at  IMNH  locality  854,  close  to  several  emitter  sites. 


With  a  very  few  exceptions,  ground  disturbance  in  areas  of  exposed  basalt  or  where  basalt 
immediately  underlies  soil  is  very  unlikely  to  impact  paleontologic  resources.  However,  if 
sedimentary  interbeds  or  younger  lake  or  stream  deposits  are  exposed  or  are  present  under  a 


soil,  significant  paleontologic  resources  could  be  impacted  by  ground  disturbing  activities. 
Only  detailed  mapping  of  individual  sites,  road  right  of  ways,  etc.  can  determine  the  local 
poteotinl  for  paleontologic  resources. 

[Even  more  serious,  the  DEIS  al»  rather  summarily  dismisses  the  importance  of  paleontologic 
resources  of  the  Idaho  Group  (section  3.5.4. 1),  one  of  the  most  important  fossil  bearing  units 
in  the  world.  The  world  famous  fossil  site  of  Hagerrnan,  not  far  oortheast  of  tbe  area  in 
question,  occurs  within  a  slightly  younger  portion  of  the  Idaho  Group.  Its  paleontologic 
resources  are  so  important  that  it  is  now  a  National  Monument  -  tbe  only  National  Park  unit 
with  paleontologic  research  mandated  in  its  enabling  legislation.  Wc  have  hundreds  of  fossil 
localities  within  the  Idaho  Group  and  the  total  for  all  institutions  with  paleontologic 
collections  would  run  into  tbe  thousands.  Hundreds  of  fossil  vertebrate  species  have  been 
described  from  the  Idaho  Group  and  hundreds  of  research  papers  have  been  published  on 
Idaho  Group  fossils.  In  short,  the  paleontologic  resources  of  the  Idaho  Group  are  world 
class!  Most  of  the  deposits  mapped  as  Idaho  Group  sediments  to  figure  3.5*1  are  in  the 
Hemphillian  (laic  Miocene)  Chalk  Hills  Formation  (see  my  attached  confidential  list.  Search 
#2,  of  more  than  100  IMNH  fossil  localities  recorded  from  the  Idaho  group  in  the  rectangle 
formed  by  Townships  5  through  8  South  and  Ranges  5  through  10  East,  inclusive). 

[The  EIS  states  (section  3.5.4.2  “No-Drop  Targets  and  Electronic  Emitter  Sites’)  that  fossil 
r-nt  I  localities  are  less  abundant  near  the  edges  of  the  Lake  Idaho  Basin.  This  is  contrary  to  my 

personal  observations 'and  IMNH  records.  The  majority  of  fossil  sites  and,  with  the  exception 
|  of  some  fossil  fish  concentrations,  practically  al!  major  fossil  sites  occur  near  the  margins  of 
me  lake,  many  in  the  deposits  of  tributaries  to  ancient  Lake  Idaho.  Except  for  fishes,  the 
fossils  from  the  Chalk  Hills  Formation  have  been  much  less  studied  than  from  the  overlying 
Blancan  (Pliocene)  Glenns  Ferry  Formation.  IMNH  students,  researchers,  and  volunteers  have 
surveyed  portions  of  this  area  and  have  assembled  significant  collections  of  fossil  terrestrial 
vertebrates.  I  have  recently  been  contacted  by  a  Boise  State  University  student  and  IMNH 
volunteer,  Mr.  Roger  Rapp,  interested  in  doing  a  master's  thesis  on  mammalian  fossils  of  the 
Chalk  Hills  Formation  in  the  area. 

In  section  3. 5.4.2  the  second  paragraph  under  "No-Drop  Targets  and  Electronic  Emitter  Sites 
mentions  finding  a  "handful!  of  poorly  preserved  mammal  fossils"  apparently  seen  by  an 
unnamed  vertebrate  paleontologist  I  ask  the  following  questions: 

[T  Did  the  unknown  collector  follow  proper  procedures  to  preserve  diagnostic  features  on  the 
I  fossils.  As  noted  above,  many  vertebrate  fossils  can  easily  be  destroyed  by  inexperienced 
ER-3  I  collectors.  Even  experienced  invertebrate  paleontologists  may  not  have  the  background  to 
I  properly  collect  some  fossil  vertebrates. 

[T  Did  the  unknown  collector  follow  the  standard  procedure  of  ’following  the  scrap  trail*  in 
££„3  I  an  attempt  to  locate  in  situ  specimens.  Most  important  fossil  finds  are  located  by  following 
[scrap  trails. 
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ER-.l 
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ER-S 


3  Was  the  unnamed  identifier  a  specialist  in  fossil  mammals  or  in  some  other  vertebrate 
group'1  Unfortunately,  this  is  an  age  of  specialization,  even  in  paleontology  For  example,  I 
stJrted  identifying  fossil  vertebrates  in  1958  and  have  been  teaching  vertebrate  paleontology 
since  1985  but  I  would  not  attempt  to  say  whether  or  not  most  fossil  bird  bones  were 
^identifiable. 

■i  Did  the  collector  have  the  appropriate  agency  permits  required  to  collect  fossil  vertebrates 
|  on  federal  and/or  state  lands? 

5  Did  the  collector  of  the  mammal  material  and  of  the  fish  locality'  mentioned  in  the  next 
paragraph  submit  required  detailed  locality  information  to  the  appropriate  federal  and/or  state 
[agencies'’ 


RECOMMENDATIONS: 

F.ven  though  the  discussion  of  paleontology’  in  this  EIS  is  seriously  flawed,  it  would  oot  be 
too  difficult  and  should  not  be  overly  expensive  to  remedy  the  problems 

The  following  preliminary  recommendations  are  based  on  quite  a  few  years  of  experience  in 
my  field  of  vertebrate  paleontology  including  consulting  on  a  number  of  EIS/EIR  statements 
in  California  and  Idaho.  However,  these  recommendations  are  not  definitive.  The  BLM  sufT 
paleontologist  responsible  for  Idaho  should  be  contacted  She  is  Dr  Laurie  J.  Brvant.  Bureau 
of  Land  Management,  1701  East  E  Street,  Casper,  WY  82601;  tel.  (307)  261*7731. 

DIRECT  IMPACTS.* 

1.  First  and  foremost,  the  Department  of  the  Air  Force  should  retain  the  services  of  a 
qualified  consulting  vertebrate  paleontologist,  preferably  one  familiar  with  Miocene  and 
Pliocene  mammals  Dr.  Bryant  should  be  able  to  supply  you  with  the  names  of  several 
qualified  individuals  or  l  can  do  so  subject  to  her  approval. 

2.  The  Department  of  the  Air  Force  should  enter  into  a  contract  with  a  designated  repository 
for  the  care  and  curation  of  all  fossils  and  supporting  documentation  which  may  result  from 
paleontologic  work  undertaken  in  association  with  the  EIS  and  from  any  resulting  mitigation. 
The  IMNH  is  the  state  museum  of  natural  history  and  already  cares  for  large  amounts  of 
fossil  material  from  southwestern  Idaho  The  IMNH  is  willing  to  contract  for  the  reposition 
of  fossils  and  supporting  documentation. 

3.  The  consulting  paleontologist  should  conduct  a  records  search  of  all  institutions  which 
have  collections  relevant  to  the  area  covered  by  the  EIS, 

4.  The  consulting  paleontologist  should  consult  with  geologists  who  have  worked  in  the  area 
regarding  overall  geology  of  the  area,  then  spend  adequate  field  time  becoming  familiar  with 
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Please  let  me  know  if  l  can  be  of  further  assistance. 
Sincerely, 


William  A.  Akersten,  Ph  D. 

Curator  of  Vertebrate  Paleontology 
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the  geology  of  the  area  with  special  attention  to  sediments  of  the  Idaho  Group  and 
sedimentary  interbeds  between  volcanic  units 

5.  Because  the  distribution  of  paleontologic  resources  (unlike  archaeological  resources)  is 
closely  related  to  geology,  inch-by  inch  detailed  foot  survey  of  all  areas  is  rarely  needed.  The 
consulting  paleontologist  should  conduct  an  adequate  foot  survey  to  develop  paleontological 
sensitivity  maps  which  cover  all  areas  of  potential  ground  disturbing  activity.  For  example, 
large  areas  of  exposed  basalt  or  other  units  known  to  be  oon- fossil iferous  would  be  mapped 

as  having  very  little  or  no  sensitivity  while  geologic  units  known  to  contain  significant 
paleontologic  resources  may  be  mapped  as  very  sensitive. 

6.  All  significant  paleontologic  resources  discovered  during  this  work  should  be  properly 
documented,  collected,  prepared,  and  identified.  They  and  their  documentation  should  be 
deposited  in  the  designated  repository  The  BLM  may  require  a  separate  report  for  their 
records 

7.  Mitigation  measures  should  be  developed  for  each  sensitivity  map  unit  These  may  range 
from  none  to  intensive  collection  and  excavation. 

LNDIRECT  IMPACTS.* 

Indirect  impacts  are  much  more  difficult  to  calculate  and  mitigate.  The  ideal  solution  would 
be  to  collect  all  significant  paleontological  resources  before  the  amateurs  and  commercial 
collectors  find  them  However,  this  is  usually  not  practical  and  probably  would  not  be 
practical  here.  Measures  which  could  be  taken  include: 

1.  Maximize  collection  of  exposed  resources  in  the  area,  especially  easily  accessible  ones. 

For  example,  this  might  consist  of  encouraging  and  financially  supporting  qualified 
professional  paleontologists,  students,  and  paleontological  volunteers  who  are  interested  in 
studying  fossils  from  the  area  and/or  in  collecting  them  for  preservation  in  approved 
repositories.  Field  support  for  graduate  students  is  especially  desirable  and  cost  effective. 

2.  Institute  educational  programs  targeting  military  personnel  and  public  users  of  the  area. 
These  programs  should  point  out  the  importance  of  paleontological  resources,  why  there  are 
restrictions  on  the  collection  of  certain  types  of  fossil  material,  exactly  which  fossil  collecting 
activities  are  legal  and  which  require  permits,  and  what  the  potential  penalties  are  for 
violations.  Paleontological  resource  education  could  easily  be  combined  with  related  topics, 
such  as  the  protection  of  archaeological  resources  and  endangered  species  Programs  could 
include  talks,  a  traveling  exhibit,  brxhures,  and  opportunities  to  participate  in  volunteer 
activities  such  as  the  research  excavation  presently  under  way  at  the  Hagerman  Horse  Quarry. 

3.  Given  the  shortage  of  enforcement  officers  within  the  BLM,  it  might  be  desirable  to  have 
military  police  enforce  regulations  protecting  paleontological  and  other  resources,  at  least 
among  military  personnel 
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>nq»  |  Map  Name _ 2 

05E  Hole  In  Rock _ 
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OSE  Little  Valley _ 
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OSE  Bruneau  Dunes 

05E  Bruneau _ 

OSE  Hammett 
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submission  of  comments  be  extended  for  an  additional  period 
of  sixty  days. 

Thank  you  for  your  concern  for  the  welfare  of  our 
citizens . 

Very  truly  yours, 


Richa?d  Bass,  Chairman 


Chester  Sellman 


Col.  Billy  P.  Ritchey 
366  WG/DS 

366  Gunfighter  Avenue 

Suite  331 

Mountain  Home  APB 

Mountain  Home  Idaho  83648-5299 


Re:  Consents  on  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho 


The  Owyhee  County  Land  Use  Planning  Committee  has 
recommended  that  the  Board  request  an  extension  of  time  for 
submitting  comments  regarding  the  proposal  to  enhance 
training  and  the  training  range  in  Owyhee  County,  in  Idaho. 

A  subcontnittee  of  the  Planning  Committee  is  now  analizing 
the  proposal,  as  well  as  prior  proposals,  and  will  be 
preparing  consnents  for  presentation  to  the  full  Committee 
and  then  to  this  Board.  Their  preparation  has  been  delayed 
because  of  the  time  which  has  been  consol t ted  to  preparing 
comments  regarding  the  BLM's  Resource  Management  Plan  for 
the  Owyhee  Resource  Area  of  Owyhee  County. 

Because  of  the  time  already  devoted  to  preparation  of 
the  various  proposals,  and  because  we  all  seemingly  want  a 
final  plan  which  is.  in  Che  best  interests  of  the  citizens  of 
Owyhee  County,  Idaho  and  the  nation,  we  believe  it  is 
reasonable  to  allow  more  time  for  pre-adoption  analysis  and 
comment.  We  therefore,  formally,  request  that  the  time  for 
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CITY  OF  KUNA 

P.O.  BOX  13  *  KUNA,  IOAHO  83634 
PHONE  (200)  922-5546 


Ms.  Brenda  Cook 
U.S.  Air  Force/BLM 
P.O.  Box  329 
Boise,  ID  83701  -0329 


GE-1  Dear  Ms  Cook: 


The  city  of  Kuna  would  like  to  go  on  record  supporting  the  enhanced  air  to  ground 
training  areas  in  Southwest  Idaho  The  proposal  by  the  U.S.  Air  Force  is  well  thought 
out,  located  in  the  right  area  and  will  have  minimal  impacts  on  both  humans  and 
livestock.  We  consider  the  wild  accusations  by  some  groups  regarding  impacts  on 
wildlife  as  being  too  outrageous  to  even  warrant  rebuttal.  The  enhanced  training 
opportunities  offered  by  the  site  will  be  beneficial  to  both  the  U.S.  Air  Force  and  to  the 
Idaho  Air  National  Guard. 

We  would  further  like  to  complement  the  U.S.  Air  Force  for  the  EIS  being  presented  to 
solicit  public  comment.  We  appreciate  being  given  the  opportunity  to  be  a  part  of  the 
decision  making  process  and  feel  the  EIS  is  both  adequate  and  acceptable 

For  the  record,  the  city  of  Kuna  Is  a  city  of  3707  citizens  located  18  miles  south  and 
west  of  Boise  and  is  relatively  close  to  the  proposed  training  site 

Thank  you  for  allowing  us  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  proposed  training  range 


9004  -  9006 
Cooperating  Agency 
Letters 


W.  Greg  Nelson,  Mayor 
City  of  Kuna 

cc:  Kuna  City  Council 

Kuna  Chamber  of  Commerce 
Boise  Area  Chamber  of  Commerce 
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IDAHO  STATE  HISTORICAL  SOCIETY 

To  educate  through  the  identification,  preservation,  and  interpretation 
of  Idaho'!  Cultural  Heritage. 


Philip  E.  Bail 
Governor  of  Idaho 


Sieve  Goerber 

Director 
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U.S.  Air  Force/Bureau  of 
SSmTTwT  Land  Management 

P  0.  Box  329 

•*— .  —  Boise.  Idaho  83701-0329 


RE:  Cultural  Resources  Technical  Report,  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho 
Environmental  Impact  Analysis  Process 

Thank  you  for  requesting  our  view s  on  the  National  Register  eligibility  of 
sites  located  within  or  near  the  proposed  alternatives  for  the  Enhanced  Training  in 
Idaho  project.  The  three  alternatives  include  the  Grasmere.  Cover  Butte,  and 
Juniper  Butte  locations.  Overall,  we  find  that  the  report  meets  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior's  Standards  for  reconnaissance  survey  and  that  the  survey  strategy 
employed  was  appropriate  for  this  level  of  analysis.  Our  comments  focus  on  the 
National  Register  evaluations  of  archaeological  sites  and  isolated  finds  identified 
within  the  three  alternatives. 

1.  With  one  exception,  we  agree  that  the  isolates  ire  not  eligible  for  the  National 
Register  of  Historic  Places.  The  exception  is  ETC- 107,  a  cave  site,  which  we  feel 
should  be  classified  as  a  site  and  not  as  an  isolate,  and  is  recommended  as  eligibte 

-  for  the  National  Register. 

2.  We  feel  the  following  sites  (including  ET1-I07  noted  above)  should  be 
considered  eligible  for  the  National  Register  until  ftmher  investigations  are 
completed.  Land  ownership  and  locations  in  relation  to  the  proposed  alternatives 
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U.S.  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land 
Management 
August  6.  1997 

page  2 


National  Register-Eligible  Sites 


ETI-006  (BLM -Clover) 
ETI-012  (State-Clover) 
ET1-022  (State-Gnsmere) 
ETI-079  (Scate-Grasmere) 
ET1-031  (BLM -Grasmere) 
ETI-032  (BLM -Grasmere) 
ETT-035  (BLM -Gras mere) 
ET1-038  (BLM -Grasmere) 
ET1-039  (BLM -Grasmere) 
ETI-040  (BLM -Grasmere) 
ET1-04I  (Sute -Grasmere) 
ET1-043  (State-Grasmert) 
ETT-046  (State-Grasmere) 
ETC -047  (State-Grasmere) 


ETI-053  (BLM-Grasmere) 
ETI-101  (BLM -Clover) 
ETI-103  (BLM-Ctover) 
ET1-105  (BLM -Cover) 
ETt-107  (BLM-Ctover) 
ET1-1 10  (BLM -Cover) 
ETI-I13  (BLM -outside) 
ETC- 1 19  (BLM -outside) 
ET1-I27  (BLM -outside) 
ETI-I30  (BLM-Grasmere) 
ETI-1 34  (BLM-Grasmere) 
ETC-137  (BLM-Grasmere) 
ETI-1 4 2  (BLM-Grasmere) 
ET1-144  (BLM-Grasmere) 
ET1-147  (BLM-Grasmere) 


ETI-1 62  (BLM-Grasmere) 
ETI-1 63  (BLM-Grasmere) 
ETI-1 63  (BLM-Grasmere) 
ETI-166  (BLM -Grasmere) 
ETI-1 72  (BLM-Grasmere) 
ETI-503  (BLM -outside) 
ETI-304  (BLM -outside) 
ETI-512  (BLM -outside) 


Please  note  that  we  have  evaluated  as  eligible  a  few  of  the  sites  recommended  as  not  eligible  in 
the  report.  Many  of  these  sites  are  fairly  large  historic  sites  that,  in  our  opinion,  appear  to  be 
eligible.  An  exception  is  ETI-104  which  appears  to  be  a  more  recent  deposit. 

J.  We  agree  that  the  following  sites  are  not  eligibte  for  the  National  Register  and  will  require 
no  further  consideration: 

Ineligible  Sites 

ETC-023  (Sutc-Grasmere)  ETI-104  (BLM-Ctover) 

ETI-033  (BLM-Grasmere)  ETI-115  (BLM-outside) 

ETI-034  (BLM-Grasmere)  ETI-132  (BLM-outside) 

ETI-(M2  (BLM-Grasmere)  ETI-169  (BLM-Grasmere) 

ETC-048  (BLM-Grasmere)  ETI-1 84  (BLM-Grasmere) 

4.  We  are  surprised  to  find  that  most  of  the  previously  recorded  sites  were  not  evaluated,  and 
that  the  site  forms  for  these  sites  are  not  included  in  Appendix  E.  We  would  appreciate 
receiving  copies  of  the  site  forms  for  the  previously  recorded  sites  without  Smithsonian 
numbers,  as  those  are  not  in  oUr  inventory.  — 

3.  We  have  a  few  final  observations.  In  reviewing  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management’s  j 

comments  on  eligibility  we  found  inconsistency  In  the  manner  in  which  rock  calms  were  _j 
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evaluated.  For  example.  ETt-113  (collapsed  cairn)  is  evaluated  by  the  BLM  as  eligible  yet 
ETI-13S  (one  cairn),  ETI-139  (collapsed  cairn),  and  ET1-140  (collapsed  caim)  are  evaluated 
as  not  eligible.  Further,  we  found  inconsistency  in  the  report  with  evaluations  of  historic  sites. 

Finally,  the  estimated  depth  of  cultural  fill  was  frequently  determined  based  on  the  presence  or  CU-23 
absence  of  cultural  material  in  the  ant  bills  or  rodent  burrows.  These  features  may  be  one 
indicator,  but  buried  cultural  deposits  may  still  exist  in  sites  where  no  cultural  material  is 
found  in  the  ants  hill*  or  rodents  burrows.  — 

We  appreciate  your  cooperation.  If  you  have  any  questions,  feel  free  to  contact  either 
myself  or  Suai  Neitzel  at  208-334-3847. 


002007 
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cc:  Dan  Hutchison,  BLM 
Jim  Rudolph.  SAIC 
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1.  Project  Name  and  Description  of  the  Proposed  Undertaking:  The  project  is  for  the  BLM 
to  cooperate  with  the  US  Air  Force  in  the  review  of  the  Grasmere  Alternative:  Enhanced  Training 
in  Idaho. 

2.  Statement  or  Objectives:  The  objective  was  to  evaluate  historic  properties  identified  by  the 
US  Air  Force  within  the  undertakings  area  of  potential  effects  described  by  the  US  Air  Force. 

3.  Organization  and  Date  of  Inventory:  Science  Applications  International  Corporation 
(SAIC)  with  BLM  Cultural  Resource  Pemh  ID-I-31311: 1996/1997 

4.  Determination  or  Eligible  for  Nomination  to  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places: 

ET1 22  ETI 40  ETI  1 19  ETI 165 

ETI29  ETI  41  ETI  127  ETI  166 

ETI  31  ETI  43  ETI  130  ETI  172 

ETI  32  10OE3560  ETI  46  ETI134  ETI  512 

ETI  35  10OE35S!  ETI  47  ETI  137 

ETI  35  ETI  53  ETI  147 

ETI  39  ET1 1 13  ETI  163 

1  Determination  of  Not  Eligible  for  Nomination  to  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places: 
ETI  IS  ETI  45  ETI  115  ETI  142  ETI  160  ETI  181 

ETI  19  ETI  49  ETI  120  ETI143  ETI  161  ETI  182 

ETI  20  ETI  51  ETI  12!  ETIH4  ETI162  ETI  183 

ETI  21  ETI  52  ETI  123  ETI145  ETI  164  ETIIS4 

ETI  23  ETI  54  ETI  124  ETI  146  ETI167  ETI  500 

ETI  24  ETI  55  ETI  125  ETI  148  ETI  168  ETI  501 

ETI  25  ETI  56  ETI  126  ETI149  ETI  169  ETI  502 

ETI  27  ETI  57  ETI  128  ETI  150  ETI170  ETI  503 

ETI  28  ETI  58  ETI129  ETI  151  ETI  171  ETI  504 

ETI  30  ETI  59  ETI  131  ETI  152  ETI  173  ETI  508 

ETI  33  ETI  60  ETI  132  ETI  153  ETI  174  ETI  510 

ETI  34  ETI  111  ETI  133  ETI  154  ETI  175  ETI  513 

ETIH^  ETI  112  ETI  135  ETI  155  ETI  176  ETI  514 

ETI  37  ETI  114  ETI  136  ETI  156  ETI  177  ETI  515 

ctto  m  ns  ETI  138  ETI  157  ETI178  ETI  516 


ETI  18 

ETI  48 

ETI  118 

ETI  142 

ETI  160 

ETI  19 

ETI  49 

ETI 120 

ETI 143 

ETI  161 

ETI  20 

ETI  51 

ETI  12! 

ETI  144 

ETI  162 

ETI  21 

ETI  52 

ETI  123 

ETI  145 

ETI  164 

ETI  23 

ETI  54 

ETI  124 

ETI  146 

ETI  167 

ETI  24 

ETI  55 

ETI  125 

ETI  148 

ETI  168 

ETI  25 

ETI  56 

ETI 126 

ETI  149 

ETI  169 

ETI  27 

ETI  57 

ETI  128 

ETI  150 

ETI 170 

ETI  28 

ETI  58 

ETI  129 

ETI  151 

ETI  171 

ETI  30 

ETI  59 

ETI  131 

ETI 152 

ETI  173 

ETI  33 

ETI  60 

ETI  132 

ETI  153 

ETI  174 

ETI  34 

ETI  111 

ETI  133 

ETI  154 

ETI  175 

ETI>&, 

ETI  112 

ETI  135 

ETI  155 

ETI  176 

ETI  37 

ETI  114 

ETI  136 

ETI 156 

ETI  177 

ETI  42 

ETI  115 

ETI  138 

ETI  157 

ETI 178 

ETI  44 

ETI  116 

ETI  139 

ETI  158 

ETI  179 

ETI  45 

ETI  1 17 

ETI  140 

ETI  159 

ETI  180 

f.  Determination  of  Effect:  To  be  completed  by  the  US  Air  Force. 


RECEIVES 


7.  Repository:  The  original  site  records  will  be  stored  at  the  Lower  Snake  District.BL!^ 

AH  significant  data  included  in  the  reports  will  be  filed  with  the  SHPO  at  the  Idaho  Stale 
Historical  Society.  (CAM  ItSTORJCAI  SOCIETT 
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Office  of  the  Tribal  Chairman 
Shoshone-Paiute  Tribes 
of  the  Duck  valley  Indian  Reservation 

P.0.  Box  219,  Owyhee,  NV  B9832 


0GS008 


8.  BLM  Certification:  I  certify  that  l  reviewed  the  site  forms  reported  here  and  that  the  BLM 
evaluation  of  the  site  forms  noted  above  is  complete  and  accurate  to  the  best  of  my  knowledge. 


Telephone:  702/757-3211 


Facsimile:  702/757-3212 


Archaeologist:  Daniel  J.  Hutchison 


_  ..  ihipj - 

Area  Manager  Signe  Sather-Blair  Date 

9.  SHPO  Comment:  I  have  reviewed  the  site  form  documentation  provided  by  the  US  Air  Force 
and  reviewed  by  BLM,  and: 

_  I  concur  with  the  determinations  of  eligibility. 

£  I  concur  with  the  determinations  of  eligibility  given  the  stipulations  explained  below  or 
in  the  attached  letter. 

___  I  do  not  concur  with  the  determinations  of  eligibility  «  explained  below  or  in  the 
an  ached  letter.  \  . 


iMr? 


State  Historic  Probation  Office 


Robert  M.  Yohe  n.  SHPO 


August  14. 1997 
(Let  #97. 092) 


US  Air  Force  j  !*  "  '**'',,  *<;* 

Bureau  of  Land  Management  \  V  y  ' *  -- 

P.O.Box 329  r 

Boise,  Idaho  63701^03^^^^^^  , 

Dear  ladies  and  ' 

The  Shoshorie"Paiure“"17iKeT"6f  duck'  Valley- Indian*  Reservation  submit  the 
enclosed  comments "o^oJthe^Bivtrorimental  Jmpact. Statement  (EIS)  Documents 
Concerning  the  Air  Fordje  Propota!  for  Enhanced  Training  ip  Idaho  (ETI). 


If  you  should 
702/757-3211.’ 


hesitate  to  contact  this  office  at 


* ...  'V  ;  *  ’  7^:-  *  •’ 

- :  K'  ^Sincerely,  ■ 


/dames  Paiva 
'Tribal  Chairman 


XC:  Business  Council  Members 

T.  Howard,  Culture  Preservation  Program  Director 
Chrono 
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III.  Chapter  One: 


A.  Section  1.4.4  (p.  1-51  through  1-52) 


The  beginning  of  thiB  section  (p.  1-51)  should  mention 
that  the  Shoehone-Paiute  government  acta  as  a  sovereign 
„  .  entity  in  its  relationship  with  the  U.S.  Federal 

CU-14 

CU-24  government,  and  that  the  Tederal  government  has  various 
trust  responsibilities  concerning  Tribal  interests  both 
on  and  off  the  Duck  Valley  Reservation.  It  should  also 
mention  the  ongoing  ethnographic  studies,  because  the 
results  of  these  studies  will  help  document  the  legal 

CU-12  mandates  for  Native  Americans  listed  immediately 

following  (1-51  through  1-52),  a  welcome  addition  to 
the  4/97  version  of  the  EIS. 


IV.  Chanter  Two: 


The  chart  on  p.2-88  summarizes  potential  effects  of  the 
ETI  on  traditional  cultural  resources.  Since  the 
previous  page  includes  sections  on  archaeological  and 
historic/architectural  resources,  the  section  on 
CU-12  traditional  cultural  resources  (which  elsewhere 

CU-24 

includes  spiritual  and  subsistence  importance  to  the 
Tribes)  should  indicate  that  the  potential  effects  on 
these  resources  is  currently  under  ethnographic  study. 
The  Sboehone-Peiute  Tribee  retain  the  right  to  comment 


further  baaed  on  the  results  of  these  ongoing  studies 
which  will  not  be  complete  for  another  year. 


It  is  therefore  premature  and  inaccurate  to  make 


CU-12  *-*tements  about  the  impact  of  project  alternatives  on 
these  resources. 


Chapter  Three: 


A.  The  note  at  the  end  of  p.  3-5  appropriately  lists 
resource  categories  that  have  not  been  commented  on  by 
the  Tribes.  The  lest  sentence  should  add  that  it 
should  be  expected  that  the  Tribes  will  wish  to  comment 
on  these  categories  as  their  understanding  of  ETI 
increases.  The  sections  listed  should  still  include  a 

CU-25  •ect^on  at  the  end'  as  do  the  other  sections,  on 

Shoshone-Paiute  concerns  which  states  that  the  Tribes 
may  wish  to  comment  when  their  understanding  of  these 
issues  Increases. 

B.  Discussion  of  the  definitions  and  differing  uses  and 
meaning  of  'cultural  resources'  are  greatly  improved  in 
this  version  of  the  EIS;  the  discussion  highlights  the 
different  uses  by  tribal  members  and  by  cultural 
resource  managers  (especially  pp.3-4  through  3-6  and  3- 
187  through  3-189),  the  latter  being  mostly 
archaeologists  responsible  for  management  of  only 
archaeological  resources.  The  preliminary  nature  of 


0G3GG5 


ongoing  ethnographic  research  regarding  traditional 
cultural  resources  and  traditional  cultural  properties 
^  needs  to  be  acknowledged  in  appropriate  places. 

Potential  protection  of  traditional  cultural  resources 
end  properties  under  NAGPRA,  AIRFA,  and  E.O.  13007  are 
mentioned  end  should  be  emphasized  as  legislation 
protecting  Tribal  cultural  resources  and  cultural 
properties  that  may  not  be  National  Register  eligible. 
The  bottom  paragraph  of  (p.  3-187)  should  add  that  only 
tribal  members  can  determine  the  importance  of 
CU-21  traditional  cultural  resources.  Also,  where  cultural 
CU-24  resources  are  being  defined,  it  should  be  noted  that 
Tribal  members  do  not  make  the  distinction  between 
'prehistoric'  and  "historic",  but  see  only  one 
continuing  history  stemming  from  their  oral  tradition. 


D.  Noise  (p.3-22 )  is  thought  to  negatively  affect  the 

spirits  whose  roles  in  the  environment  are  active 
whether  or  rot  human  ceremonial  activities  are 
occurring.  Therefore  it  should  be  noted  that  the 
[""effects  of  noise  on  ceremonies  and  rituals  is  only  a 


CU-24  I  Part  its  potentially  wider  effects  on  the  Shoshone- 
Peiute  spiritual  world,  which  is  still  under 
ethnographic  study.  The  Shoshone-Paiute  Tribes  retain 
the  right  to  comment  further  based  on  the  results  of 
these  ongoing  studies  which  will  not  be  complete  for 
another  year. 


The  section  on  Hazardous  Materials  and  Solid  Waste 
should  add  the  additional  language  indicated  in  5A 


C.  The  discussion  of  treaties  (pp.  3-192  through  3-193) 
has  also  been  improved,  but  should  be  more  fully 
addressed,  to  include  reference  to  the  Tribes' 


documentation  for  exchange  of  land  title),  in 


southwestern  Idaho  and  adjacent  areas. 


F.  The  first  paragraph  of  section  3.5  on  Earth  Resources 
(p.3-44)  should  mention  the  potentiei  value  of  these 
resources  as  traditional  cultural  resources  to  the 
Shoshone-Paiute,  which  is  still  undergoing  ethnogrephic 
research,  in  addition  to  their  scientific,  economic, 

J-24 

and  recreational  value.  The  Shoshone-Paiute  Tribes 
retain  the  right  to  comment  further  based  on  the 
results  of  these  ongoing  studies  which  will  not  be 
complete  for  another  year. 


Axencu  Comments 


445 
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OC300S 


G.  Section  3.6.6(p.  3-71)  should  add  that  the  effects  of 
the  proposed  alternatives  on  Shoshone-Paiute  water 
resources  is  currently  under  ethnographic  study.  The 
Shoshone-Paiute  Tribes  retain  the  right  to  comment 
further  based  on  the  results  of  these  ongoing  studies 
which  will  not  be  complete  for  another  year. 


K.  The  first  paragraph  of  Section  3.10(p.3-213)  should 
aention  that  the  Shoshone-Paiute  use  the  land  for 
CU-20  traditional  cultural  practices  as  well  (with  brief 
CU-24  reference  to  where  this  is  discussed  elsewhere). 


1.  Section  3.1^.3(p.  3-258)  should  aention  (like  the 
section  on  Noise)  that  visual  intrusions  into  the 
pristine  environment  degrade  the  solitude  and 
naturalness  essential  to  certain  Shoshone-Paiute 
ceremonial  activities.  Visual  Intrusion  are  thought  to 
have  potentially  negative  effects  on  the  resident 
spirits,  plants  and  animals  of  the  area  that  are  also 
important  to  Shoshone-Paiute  traditional  culture  for 
similar  reasons  as  well. 


VI.  Chapter  Pours 


A.  The  section  on  Hazardous  Waste  Materials  and  Solid 
Waste  Management  (section  4.4)  should  include  the 
additional  language  suggested  in  5A  above. 

B.  The  section  on  Earth  Resources  (section  4.5)  should 
include  the  additional  language  suggested  in  5A  above. 

C.  Section  4.6.6(p.  4-71)  states  that  'there  should  be  no 
adverse  impacts  to  water  resources  in  terms  of 
Shoshone-Paiute  concerns.*  This  should  be  qualified  by 
stating  that  this  issue  is  under  current  study, 
therefore  adverse  impacts  to  Shoshone-Paiute  water 
resources  cannot  entirely  be  ruled  out.  The  Shoshone- 
Paiute  Tribes  retain  the  right  to  comment  further  based 

tj.24 

on  the  results  of  these  ongoing  studies  which  will  rot 
be  complete  for  another  year. 

D.  Section  4 . 9 . 1 . 2 ( pp .  4-161  through  4-162)  should  include 
mention  of  the  ongoing  ethnographic  studies  concerning 
traditional  cultural  resources.  The  Shoshone-Paiute 
Tribes  retain  the  right  to  comment  further  based  on  the 
results  of  these  ongoing  studies  which  will  not  be 
complete  for  another  year. 


003008 


003008 


E.  The  page  facing  p.  4-155  mentions  that  traditional 

cultural  resources  west  of  highway  51  may  be  negatively 
affected  by  the  various  range  alternatives.  This 
leaves  the  incorrect  impression  that  slnllar  raaources 
to  the  east  of  highway  51  either  do  not  exiet  or  will 
not  be  affected.  Further  ethnographic  investigation  is 
expected  to  reveal  traditional  cultural  resources  east 
CU-24  °*  tbe  highway  as  well  and  should  be  so  stated  in  the 

EZS.  The  Shoshone-Paiute  Tribes  retain  the  right  to 
comment  further  based  on  the  results  of  these  ongoing 
studies  which  will  not  be  complete  for  another  year. 


f.  Section  4.10(p.  4-186)  notes  that  land  uaa  is 

interrelated  with  other  resource  areas.  Xt  should 
include  mention  of  Shoshone-Paiute  uses  as  well,  as  in 


Draft  Cultural  Resources 
Technical  Report 
and 

Community  Report: 

Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho 
Invironmental  Impact 
Analysis  Process 


Comments  of  the 
Shoshone-Paiute  Tribes 
of  the 

Duck  Valley  Reservation 
Idaho/Nevada 


August  14,  1997 
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U.S.  Air  Force 

Bureau  of  Land  Mitugemeist 

P.O.  Bax  329 

Boise.  ID  83702-0329 

GE-1  ^  Sir 

The  following  commenu  are  offered  by  the  Three  Creek  Road  District  regarding  the  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  for  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho. 

We  appreciate  the  effort  the  Air  Foret  has  made  in  the  negotiation  of  new  road  eonnrunioc  and  road 
maintenance.  This  process  should  be  completed  and  satisfactory  to  our  Road  District  before  proceeding 
ftuther  with  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  process.  Some  of  our  issues  of  concern  are  listed 
below,  but  not  limited  to: 

1.  Amount  of  maintenance 

2.  Amount  of  new  construction 

3.  Bridge  construction 

4.  Gravel  aouree  within  Department  of  Defense  withdrawal  area  for  Alternatives  B  and  D  or 
around  Dover  area  for  Alternative  C 

i.  Funding  Schedule 
6.  Funding  Review 

Our  District  is  limited  in  financial  and  equipment  resources.  Any  final  agreements  will  have  to  lake  this 
Into  consideration.  We  would  appreciate  specific  written  agreements  to  be  accomplished  before  the 
Record  of  Decision  is  final  iced 


Thank  you. 


"The  remainder  of  the  14  August  1997  comment 
letter  from  the  Shoshone-Paiute  Tribes  contains 
confidential  information.  These  pages  have  not 
been  reproduced  in  the  interest  of  maintaining 
confidentiality." 


Harlan  Mink, 

Chairman  of  the  Three  Creek  Roads  District 


OcatfAee 

Courthouse,  Post  Office  128 
Murphy,  Idaho  83650-0128 
Telephone  (208)  495*2421 
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Board  of 
Commissioners 

district  no.  1 
R*ch**o  Bass 
H.c.  86.  aox  1050 
iwhv,  cano  83850 
495-2891 

OUTAiCT  NO.  2 
Haaovo  Toon* 

P.O.  MX  998 
mOmCOaiI.  iOahO  83823 
337-4844 

CUTWCT  NO.  3 

Ckcstia  SclLUAM 
M.C.  85.  MX  16SA 
•MCNIAU,  Cano  836C4 
845-2283 


LU-20 


PR-20 


September  6.  1997 

United  States  Air  Force 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
P.O.  Box  329 
Boise,  Idaho  83702-0329 


Re:  Comment  regarding  the  Draft  EIS  for  Enhanced 
Training  In  Idaho. 

The  Board  of  Owyhee  County  Cocmissioners  submit  the 
following  comments  to  you  regarding  the  Draft  EIS  for 
Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho. 

1.  The  content  of  the  Draft  EIS  refers  to  the  Owyhee 
County  Land  Use  Plan  for  the  Federal  and  State  Managed 
Lands,  but  does  not  consider  the  potential  conflicts  between 
development  of  the  Enhanced  Training  Range  and  the 
principles  set  forth  in  that  Plan.  The  Draft  EIS  seems  to 
take  the  position  that  because  the  Plan  does  not  raise 
zoning  problems,  it  need  be  no  further  considered.  That  is 
not  the  case,  and  those  working  with  the  BLM  on  this  project 
know  it . 

The  Owyhee  County  Land  Use  Plan  is  the  official 
participation  by  the  County  in  land  use  planning  for 
federally  held  land  as  mandated  by  the  Federal  Land 
Management  and  Policy  Act.  Said  Act,  and  various  ocher 
statutes  with  which  you  must  deal  require  cooperation  and 
coordination  with  local  governments  engaged  in  the  land 
planning  process.  If  you  will  check  your  records  you  will 
determine  that  much  earlier  in  this  process  the  County 
formally  objected  to  the  Secretary  of  Defense  that 
coordination  had  not  taken  place,  and  that  objection  is  what 
lead  to  County  involvement  in  the  planning  process. 

We  now  remind  you  of  that  earlier  objection,  and  point 
out  to  you  that  there  is  a  statutory  mandate  by  Congress 
that  your  planning  as  to  rangelands  be  coordinated  with  the 
County  Plan,  and  with  this  Board. 


50-11 
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2.  We  also  remind  you  that  the  County  Land  Use  Plan 
places  great  emphasis  or.  the  constitutional  protection  of 
private  property.  The  Plan  calls  for  adequate  compensation 
for  every  public  taking  of  a  private  property  interest,  just 
as  does  the  Fifth  Amendment  to  the  United  States 
Constitution.  The  Plan,  specifically,  points  out  the 
property  interest  which  exists  in  the  adjudicated  grazing 
preference  held  by  ranchers  who  graze  livestock  in  the  area 
contemplated  for  this  training. 

We  strongly  urge  that  you  do  not  attempt  to  take  any 
part  of  a  rancher's  grazing  preference  right,  or  even  to  re¬ 
arrange  his  use  of  his  adjudicated  allotment  without  paying 
adequate  compensation  which  is  agreeable  to  the  rancher. 

The  adequacy  of  your  financial  treatment  of  the  ranchers 
involved  is  critical  to  the  County  because  this  Board  is 
charged  with  establishing  policy  for  the  best  interests  of 
its  citizens  and  is  charged,  by  the  County  Plan,  with 
defending  even  individual  private  property  rights.  The 
erosion  of  any  such  right  as  to  even  one  rancher  has  adverse 
impact  on  the  entire  County. 

3.  We  also  urge  that  you  consult  with,  and  coordinate 
with,  the  Owyhee  County  Land  Use  Planning  Committee  and  the 
individual  recreation  user  groups  represented  on  that 
Committee  with  regard  to  the  impact  which  the  Enhanced 
Training  will  have  on  recreation  use.  Often,  general 
assumptions  as  to  impact  on  recreation  use  are  made  by 
reviewing  BLM  files  only,  when  in  fact  those  assumptions  are 
directly  contrary  to  fact.  We  urge  you  to  pay  special 
attention  to  specific  comments  made  to  you  by  those 
recreation  users,  and  coordinate  with  them  to  gain  an 
accurate  picture  of  the  true  impact. 

4.  The  Draft  EIS  makes  the  statement  that  a  Management 
Plan  (under  BLM  auspices,  presumably)  will  have  to  be 
developed  for  the  area.  Once  again  we  draw  your  attention 
to  the  fact  that  any  such  plan  which  touches  any  of  the 
management  of  federal  land  for  the  multiple  uses  provided 
for  by  the  Federal  Land  Management  and  Policy  Act  must  be 
coordinated  with  the  County,  and  made  consistent  with  the 
County  Plan. 

We  have  reviewed  the  comments  prepared  by,  and  to  be 
Submitted  by,  the  Stockmen's  Training  Range  Review  Committee 
and  we  endorse  those  comments  and  support  them  as  though 
they  were  reprinted  here  in  their  entirety. 

Also  attached  to  this  comment  is  a  nine  page  statement 
of  specific  comments  which  are  related  to  specific  paces  and 
specific  comments  made  in  the  DEIS.  These  specific  comments 
were  made  in  behalf  of  the  Owyhee  County  Land  Use  Planning 
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Committee  which  advises  the  Board.  We  urge  you  to  contact 
the  Committee  and  arrange  a  meeting  to  discuss  these 
specific  comments  with  them.  The  Cormittee  has  reviewed  the 
DEIS  from  the  standpoint  of  coordination  with  County 
planning  directives  and  principles  as  contained  in  the 
County  Land  Use  Plan.  A  coordinated  meeting  with  the 
Committee  and  with  the  Stockmen's  Training  Range  Review 
Committee  could  assure  that  the  final  EIS  and  the  County 
Plan  are  coordinated  and  consistent.  That  Is  what  we  *eek, 
for  with  such  coordination  and  consistency  will  cone 
compliance  with  federal  law.  You  may  contact  the  Cocmittee 
by  contacting  its  Secretary,  Dr.  Chad  Gibson,  at  208-896- 
4104  or  its  Chairman,  Tim  Lowry,  208-583-2249. 


Very  truly  yours^ 
Richard  Bass,  Chairman 


sJa vrV  /  _ 

Harold  Tolmie,  Commissioner 


Chester  w.  Sellman,  Commissioner 


September  8, 1997 


U  S  Air  Force/BLM 
PO  Box  329 
Boise.  ID  13702-0329 

rt:  Air  Force  ETl-DEIS-Commemt 


BoM  L  page  ud  Lmgaagc  from  tbe  ETI-DE1S 
Juliet  or<  comment!. 


Tht  Air  Force  has  Identified  thefallo  wing  tu*n  but  Aar  noe  adequately  anmljitd  or  Ac/  Incorrectly 
addressed  specific  Issues  In  the  ETI-DEIS.  The  ETI-DEIS  contains  conflicting  conclusions. 


PN-5 


1*47, 1.4.I.3  -  Imiki  beyond  the  scope  flf  (bit  EIS  -  National  Needs  Assessment  -  ft  this  assessment 


j  currently  being  prepared}  If  to  we  need  to  review  those  findings. 


DP-64 


Fg.  1*33  "Figure  13-3  Saylor  Creek  Usage*  -  Exclusive  Use  Area(EUA)/Trainirtg  Ordinance  Impact 
Area  (Fenced)  Is  not  shown  on  ony  orhrr  map  that  Include t  SCR  in  the  DEIS  -  J  10.000  In  the  current  SCR 
withdrawal ..  13,200  EVA  acres  that  are  fenced 

P|-  S-3—  Because  SCR  is  proposed  to  be  used  simultaneously  with  a  new  tactical  range.  EVA  and  Range 
Boundary  need  to  be  identified  on  every  map  that  includes  SCR  to  give  the  trut  picture  of  SCR  and  the 
relationship  of  the  EVA  to  any  of  the  proposed  sitej. 

Ff.  1*31-  tSotcs  that  SCR  is  6  miles  south  of  Snol#  River,  but  does  not  state  how  many  miles  from  the 
community  of  Brvneau.  What  are  the  C wnulotrvt  Impacts  of  FT!  to  Brvneau  and  the  Other  small 
eomrmmlties  causally  mentioned  In  the  DElSP  Bnmeau  tt  approximately  5  miles  from  SCR  restricted  air 
space,  approximately  7.5  miles  from  SCR  range  boundary,  and  approximately  I  /  .5  miles  from  SCR-F-UA. 


SO-I5 


Brvneau  and  communities  like  Bmmeav  art  mentioned  m  the  draff ,  but  the  Cumulative  Impacts  are  not 
adequately  addressed. 

7Xe  community  of  Brvneau.  Idaho  It  not  within  ROJ  one.  two  or  three,  even  though  It  Is  located  on  Highway 
SI  between  MHAFB,  SCR.  and  Alt.  B.  C,  or  12.  At  least  7M  of  Owyhee  County'/  population  (Brvneau  Area/ 
»  affected  by  fAc  proposed  ETJ.  See:  pf.  5-261.  AH  ground  personal  pass  through  Brvneau  Blancs 
regularly  fly  over  Bnmeau  and  surrounding  area  Brvneau  is  outside  the  BOf,  so  any  nmrJattse  Impacts  to 
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Brunt sv  art  nor  analysed  in  the  ETI-DEIS.  This  needs  to  be  addressed  and  analyzed  by  adding  Brvneau 
and  the  surrounding  Impacted  area  (Grand  View ,  ID)  to  RO l  Two. 

Ff.  1*16  What,  specifically  is  one  of  the  Aw  Force’s  four  key  objectives-  “Support  tbc  unique  ■belon*  of 
tb<  Air  Fore*’*  rapid- response  air  expeditionary  vritg”  and  Is  the  Pg.  1-94  “Air  Eipedltiooery  Force 
(AIF)  BATTLE  LAB"  linked  to  the  air  expeditionary  wing7  What  art  their  "unique  missions  “  f 
Pg.  2-92—  If  the  expeditionary  wing  h  different  than  the  )66rh  Wing  then  the  Cumulative  Impacts  have  not 
been  addressed  (40  CFR  si  SOB.  7) 

F|-  ES-10  in  the  "Laod  Use  aad  TruasportaHos"  sectmn  of  the  Executive  Summary  states  mTr  o posed 
road  Improvements  woald  slightly  benefit  travel  ability  without  ilgafficsotly  Increasing  traffic.  Actw 
to  all  a  real  outside  the  selected  range  would  b«  maintained." 

Chapter  1.0  second  p(.  states  under  the  Operational  CooiideratWoa  "Site  an  relatively  flat  lerraia  with 
re*  so*  able  yesr-rosnd  aertu"  If  mow  removal  b  not  addressed  and  is  not  on  option  then  Alternative  sites 
B  it  D  do  no  have  reasonable  year-round  access. 

Fg.  1-4  “For  the  12,000-aere  range,  the  system  must  stso  provide  a  hlgh-probabiHty  of  stem 
tk  rout  boat  most  af  the  y*at.m  If  snow  removal  b  not  addressed  and  is  not  an  option  then  Alternative  sites 
B  A  Ddo  no  have  reasonable  yeur-round  access. 

Fg.  2*4]  “Tke  reads  to  tbe  matnteaaoee  facility  would  aot  be  plowed  In  winter,  ualcts  repaired  under 
emergency  coeditions,"  *  Approx  Iota  ttly  I  to  ]  2  people  woald  work  oo  aite  during  days  when  flying 
occurs."  "Although  no  personae!  would  live  os  site*..*  If  snow  removal  b  not  addressed  and  h  noton 
option  then  Alternative  sites  BA  Ddo  no  have  reasonable  year-round  access. 

Fg.  2-44  "Personnel  woald  commonly  be  at  the  range  oa  weekdays.*  “Personnel  would. routinely 
co  as  8io  te  In  groups  to  the  »U*  on  a  dolly  boils.-,  or  as  needed."  If  snow  removal  Is  not  addressed  and  b 
not  an  option  then  Alternative  sites  B  6  Ddo  no  have  reasonable  year-round  access.  Under  ideal 
conditions,  the  round  trip,  road  trip  from  MHAFB  to  Alt  Bor  D  and  return  is  4  hours. 

Fg.  2*52  “Personnel  wootd  always  be  present  dorlag  emitter  operotJooi."  If  snow  removal  ie  nor 
addressed  and  Is  not  an  option  then  tome  emitter  site  associated  with  the  Alternatives  do  no  have  reasonoblt 
year-round  access. 

Fg.  2-47  (booed  upon  260  fly  log  days) 

Fg.  2*54  "-Clove r-Tbree  Creek  Rood  would  not  require  seoaontl  limitations;*  "lo  all  case*,  raad* 
Would  aot  be  used  when  weather  conditions  do  no  permit  travel  The  Air  Force  would  oot  rootlaely 


plow  or  remove  soow."  “Tbe  Air  Force  inteods  to  develop  ioterageacy  service  agreements  with  tbc 
applicable  JarifdlcUoa  far  oonuat  rood  matntcnaoec." 

Fg.  2-76  "Otre  constructed,  oac  of  the  1 2, 000-acre  tralnieg  raage  woald  occur  year-roved." 

Tht  Clover-Three  Creek  Road  does  have  seasonal  Ihmirattons  and  if  the  rood  is  upgraded  with  gravel  to 
accommodate  wet  weather ,  rAe  lack  of  snow  removal  will  limit  access  In  the  winter  to  Ah  B  or  D  and  tome 
of  the  emitter  sites.  (See  pg.  5-3 37)  ••• 

LU*1 5  Troasportatioo  Activity  does  not  address  snow  removal  to  have  yeur-round  access. 

Pf.  2*93  2.6  CUMULATIVE  IMPACTS  -states that  "Routine  Road  Maintenance  b  .Joeladcd  In  the 
baseline  eeatjVu  (Chapter  3)". 

N  3-237  through  3-240-ROADS-3.10.4.I-  (Chapter  3) 

pg.  3-237"* *,  “Vehicle  volumes  ore  extremely  low,  end  travel  can  be  alow,  particularly  during  wet 
periods.  Due  to  the  lack  of  enow  removal  operations,  roads  remain  gear  rally  uoused  during  the 
winter.*  Thb  statement  b  repeated  on  pg.  >*239,  Fg.  3-239-3. 1 0,4.2-Reffoo  Of  lnflwenc<ROI)  Ooe, 
Alternative  I,  C,  A  D. 

Alternative  BAD  also  state  that of  tba  range  11a  Clover-Three  Creek  Road  which  provide*  main 
i  to  rssA*  Icodiog  lo  to  the  traioiog  range." 

Figure  3.10-7  shows  rood  construction  and  unprx/vement-That  will  solve  the  wet  weather  problem  but  does 
not  address  maw  removal  Access  ean  mat  be  consistently  gamed  to  the  proposed  range  she  In  Aitemathe 
Bor  Din  She  winter  without  snow  remonJ.  Bart  of the  Clover-  Three  Creek  Road  Is  maintained  by  the 
Three  Creek  Good  Roads  Highway  Disrrfet-rhey  have  ploced  warning  signs  on  the  portions  they  maintain 
/taring  that  chains  and  4-wheel  drive  are  advtsed  and  that  they  da  oaf  plow  snow.  Snow  will  alto  need  to  be 
plowed  to  some  of  the  emitter  sues.  Any  site  south  of  Clover  Crossing  because  of  the  rbe  tn  elevation,  has  a 
high  likelihood  of  mow  remove/  being  necessary  to  gain  access  to  Alternative  B  or  D  and  any  of  the  emitter 
tltes  in  that  arta  Involved  with  the  proposed  £71. 

Pg,  3-231,  Figure  3.10-7  -  shows  the  rood  to  emitter  sites  AC  A  AJ  (Crows  Htst  Rood)  as  possibly  being 
paved  Alt  oaf  pared.  In  fort  tr  only  has  a  small  amount  of  gravet  and  according  to  the  DEIS  wilt  not  be 
Improved.  Therefore,  when  conditions  are  too  wet  or  there  Is  too  much  snow,  emitter  sites  AC  A  AJ  will  not 
he  usable  Also,  Hg*rt  XUbT  does  nnt  show  access  mad  lo  emitter  she  AC  and  shows  o  poisiblc  paved 
road  to  emitter  site  AJ. 

Pg.  2-44. 2-45,  Figure  13-10  A  Chapter  2,0  seventh  A  alath  pg.  -Alternative  BAD  include 
approximately  I  A.  5  miles  of  304-volt,  these  phase  transmission  line  to  be  constructed  obene  ground -  ThU 
preferably  needs  to  be  constructed  underground  If  either  of  these  tltemaifvet  are  selected 
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1  £*8*  2-66“  Arc  telephone  fires  going  to  be  Installed  underground  and  from  where'* 

J^|.  2*47-  What  ii  a  tack  spotting  charge? 

tPf.  2-64  -  ZJ.4  Sorties  aod  So  rtle-Ope  rations  are  not  adequately  addressed  in  the  FT}-  DEIS  and  b 
presented  in  a  confusing  manner. 

r*.  2-44  &  W7  “Enhanced  training  opportunities  ia  Idaho  would  increase  total 366tb  Wing  sorties 
from  Mountain  Home  AFB  to  the  local  airspace  by  approximately  7  percent  (653  sortie*).  A 
corresponding  reduction  Is  (be  use  of  remote  ranges  would  occur  under  Alternative*  B,  C,  or  D." 

Pg.  2*68  “366th  Wing  sortie*  to  NAFR,  FTRC,  and  UTTR  would  decrease  overall  by  46  percent,* 

E“T*e  decrease  In  remote  range  sortlea  would  result  from  Iscrcased  trsinlag  opportunities  in  Idaho." 
Wo**  does  the  Air  Force  justify  constructing  FT!  for  a  7  percent  increase  use  of  local  airspace ? 

How  can  the  366th  IVing  sorties  to  remote  ranges  decrease  by  46  percent  and  the  increase  to  the  local 
airspace  only  be  7  percent* 

r  pt- !  J4  "-*>*«  Air  Force  propose*  to  replace  the  bridge  at  Tbree(rVee  is  incorrect.  Replace  ’Three" 
Clover)  Creek  crossing  to  accommodate  heavier  equip  meat  use.*1 
Pg.  2-76  "^.include  construction  of  a  new  bridge  over  Clover  Creek  adjacent  to  the  current  bridge  on 
Clover-Three  Cmk  Road.” 

The  existing  bridge  b  located  on  private  land  w(th  a  right-of-way  and  is  udjccent  to  the  landowner  *# 
irrigation  diversion  dam  in  Clover  Creek  It  is  impracticable  to  locate  a  new  bridge  on  public  land  The 
new  bridge  will  have  to  be  constructed  on  private  land,  a  new  right-of-way  established,  and  the  impacts 
10  the  landowner  *s  dfversinn  dam  addressed.  The  landowner  has  since  1994.  in  cooperation  with  the 
?  BLM.  been  involved  in  a  riparian  restoration  project  on  Clover  Creek  The  impact  to  the  private  land 
owner,  the  irrigation  diversion  dam  and  hrlgorion  ditches,  and  to  Clover  Creek  (surface  water)  and  its 
adjacent  floodplain  and  riparian  areas  have  not  been  adequately  addressed  in  the  DEIS.  Set:  pf.  *-66 
__  and  4-71. 

Fg.  2-03  WATER  RESOURCES  *>•  impact  on  surface  water,  ground  water,  floodplains,  or  claims  to 
water  righto" 


Pg.  2-06  BIOLOGICAL  RESOURCES  “Direct  impacts  te—1  perennial  stream  from  new  aed 
Upgraded  road  construction" 

Anaybls  of  Clover  Creek,  in  Alt  B  A  D~  Water  Resources  and  Biological  Resources  contradict  each  other. 


«  [l“ 


Hltase  explain  and  identify  location  of  2.4  miles-  "would  include  a  loti  oL.2.4  ml  la  of  "Waters 
ST  Definition  of  “ Waters  of  the  US."  bun  pg.  3-1*0  and  3-101. 


P*.  2*06  Alternative  0.  last  paragraph  states :  "..and  the  adjacent  canyon  of  the  East  Fork  Brunei  u 
Riser*.  River  is  incorrect.  East  Fori  Bruneav  Canyon  b  correct,  (eg.  East  Fork  Bruneav  Canyon,  Clover 
Creek)  Clover  Creek  runs  Into  the  Bruneuu  River  through  the  East  Fork  Bruneav  Canyon,  therefore  East 
Fork  Brwteau  Canyon  and  Clover  Creek  are  one  in  the  same. 


3.6  AFFECTED  ENVIRONMENT -second  pg.-  “Interesting  results  addreseed  io  the  resource  section 
tedede  the  following:  Road  Improvements  do  aot  lead  to  recrcaHoa  destinations  or  other  sensitive 
resources  and  would  not  encourage  Increased  access  to  any  a  re*,"- FA u  statement  is  misleading.  Any 
road  improvement  to  any  maintained  road  in  Owyhee  County  wilt  enhance  and  therefore  Increase  public 
RV- 1 4  access  to  recreation  destinations  and  sensitive  resources  in  Owyhee  County.  Construction  and 

improvements  of  roods  to  emitter  sites  can  also  he  used  by  the  public  to  trplore  pans  of  Owyhee  County  that 
Currently  have  limited  occett  See:  pg.  2-79,  Table  2.3-16  and  pg.  3-239,  Figure  3.10-7. 

Pg.  2-89,  Figure  2.5-1  states:  “Potential  impact  on  traditional  resources  from  improved  access". 

Pg.  2-91,  Figure  2.5-1  stoles:  “Negligible  effects  on  recreation  Industry".  Il  remains  to  be  seen  what 
effects  the  ETl  wilt  have  on  the  recreation  industry  in  Owyhee  Counry.  Solitude  is  a  major  contributor  to 
recreation  valves  in  Owyhee  County. 

Pg.  2-92,  2.6  CUMULATIVE  IMPACTS-  "The  124th  Wl«*g  of  the  IDANC-increased  usage  of 
general  aviation  airspace  and  SCR.  ~a  FONSI  was  Issued  In  August,  1996.  The  A- 10s  of  the  124th 
P  JFt/jg  of  the  IDAHO  have  hod  a  significant  impact  to  the  SCR  and  Bruneav  Area  residents,  (e.g.  The 
D  P-7  I  construction  and  use  of  strafing  pits  on  SCR  and  concurring  noise  associated  with  the  low  ACL  flights  and 
actual  firing  of  the  weapons  on  the  A-  tOs  at  SCR.) 


d  io  the  resource  section 
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3.2  NOISE  third  pg,  Figure  “Reference  Points  Uacd  la  the  Baseline  Noise  Analysis"  and  pg.  3-19, 
NO- 1 6  Figure  3.2-1  would  be  more  usefld  If  Identifiable  landmarks  were  added  (eg.  Roods.  Communities  and 

Rivers) 


Pg.3.23,  3J.1  Fire  Risk.,  Air  Force  personal  has  stated  at  numerous  meetings,  when  the  BLM  hat  issued 
an  Extreme  Fire  Danger  warning,  the  proposed  tactical  training  range  woM  not  be  used.  The  ETI-DFJS 
does  nett  analyze  this  issue  as  it  pertains  to  the  proposed  alternatives  or  take  Into  account  the  amount  of 
flying  days  this  could  deduct.  Thb  Issue  b  discussed  on  pg.  3-27  for  the  existing  SCR. 

3.6  WATER  RESOURCES,  1st  pg.  states :  “A  portion  of  the  water  for  the  Bruneav  River  origiaatca 
la  the  Jarbidge  a  ad  Owyhee  Mountains  in  northern  Nevada.”  This  is  a  misleading  statement.  The 

_ Bruneav  River  headwaters  are  in  the  Jarbidge  Matmtatm  tn  northern  Nevada.  This  page  also  states: 

"Water  resource*  and  eanyoalandt  were  avoided  daring  the  site  selection  so  that  they  would  not  be 
affected  by  any  project  alternative."  Alternative  D  abuts  the  East  Fork  Rruneau  Canyon  rim  (pf- 2-98, 
Flgu  re  3.9-3,  end  pg.  3-123)  directly  affecting  the  East  Fork  Bruneav  Canyon.  Clover  Creek  The 
cumulative  impacts  of  the  proposed  tactical  training  range.  Ah.  D.  on  the  Fast  Fork  Bnmeau  Canyon. 

Clover  Creek  has  not  been  adequately  analyzed. 

Pg.  3-63  and  pg.  3-64, 3.64.1  ROI  Two— Regional  Surface  Water— Water  Availability  and  Use. 

The  3rd  paragraph,  pg.  3-63,  contains  so  many  inaccuracies  it  needs  to  be  researched  ond  totally  rewritten. 
The  1st  full  paragraph ,  pg.  3-64  states:  “The  Owyhee  River  drainage^  These  watersheds  arc  shown  ia 
Figert  3,6-1."  Figure  3.6-1,  pg.  3-63  does  not  show  the  Owyhee  Fiver  drainage,  shows  oniy  a  portion  of 
the  Bruneav  Rtvtr  drainage,  and  does  not  identify  the  streams  in  the  CJ.  Strike  Reservoir  watershed. 

Section  3.6.2. 1  needs  to  be  researched  and  rewritten. 

Pg.  3-67  states  for  Alt.  D:  “Currently,  there  Is  no  perennial  stream  at  the  proposed  site;,."  Clover 
Creek  East  Fork  Bruneav  Canyon  is  adjacent  to  the  Ah.  D  site. 

Pg.  3-89 states:  “Sheep  Creek  provlda  •  tocher  dominant,  deep  narrow  canyon  north  of  the  confluence 
of  the  Bruntau  and  Jarbidge  rivers.-  East  Fork  Bruneav  Canyon.  Clover  Creek  also  provides  another 
dominant,  deep  narrow  canyon  north  of  the  confluence  of  the  Bnmeau  and  Jar  bulge  rivers  ond  Sheep  Creek 
The  lower  portion  of  the  Fost  Fork  Bruneav  Canyon,  Clover  Creek  is  in  a  HXt.  on  ACEC.  VRM  Class  I  and 


or^oio 


3.11 

u-n  [r: 

[  the' 


also  kt  ROl  Two.  See:  Pg.  3-226,  Figure  XtCM.  This  ETt-DElS  continues  to  Ignore  the  significance  of  the 
East  Fork  Bruneav  Canyon.  Clover  Creek 

Pg.  3-256  incorrectly  identifies  the  East  Fork  Bruneav  Canyon,  Clover  Creek  as  the  East  Fork  of  the 
Br  aorta  River  and  fails  to  mention  the  tower  reaches  of  the  East  Fork  are  ut  VRM  Class  t.  See:  Figure 


Pg.  3-215,  Figure  3.10-1  and  pg.  3-217,  Figure  3.10-2  Need  lo  have  roads  and  communities  identified  on 


4.6  WATER  RESOURCES  lad  pg.  states:  "During  the  siting  process,  major  waler  source*,  inch  si 
DP-37  **•  ^as*  Fork  of  the  Bruoeau  River  tbowa  below,  were  avoided."  " East  Fork  of  the  Bnmeau  River"  is 

incorrect.  It  b  called  East  Fork  Bruneav  Canyon.  Clover  Creek  and  abutting  Alt.  D  to  the  rim  of  the  East 
Fork  b  not  avoiding  impacts  to  this  major  water  source.  Finding  training  ordinance  and  chaff  outside  of  the 
\V  R-3  f 2.000  acre  EUA  at  SCR  b  an  indication  that  misfired  training  ordinance  os  chaff  could  end  up  in  Clover 
Creek  if  Alt.  D  Ls  selected  for  the  proposed  tactical  training  range. 
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»  Box  25  •  Bone.  Idaho  A)  -07-0U!5  •  20S-334-3700 


U.S.  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 
P.0.  Box  329 
Boise.  ID  83702-0329 

Re:  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

The  Idaho  Fish  and  Game  Commission  is  pleased  to  forward  the  enclosed  analysis 
of  the  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  for 
your  review.  In  doing  so.  the  Commission  commends  the  Department  for  a 
rigorous,  thorough,  objective,  and  scientifically-based  assessment  of  potential 
impacts  to  wildlife  resources  associated  with  this  proposal.  These  comments  have 
identified  some  significant  areas  of  concern  to  the  Commission.  leading  to  the 
conclusion  that  Alternative  A,  the  ‘No  Action*  alternative,  would  be  clearly 
preferable  to  all  others.  Alternative  C,  the  Grasmere  site,  is  unacceptable  to  the 
Commission  for  reasons  identified  in  the  comments;  Alternatives  D  (Juniper 
Butte)  and  B  (Clover  Butte)  would  likely  enable  the  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game  (Department)  to  meet  species  management  plan  objectives  if  accompanied 
by  appropriate  measures  and  mitigations  to  ensure  protection  of  public  resources. 

The  Commission  believes  that  if  Alternative  D  (Juniper  Butte)  or  B  (Clover 
Butte)  is  selected,  the  accompanying  Record  of  Decision  must  include  the 
following  minimal  provisions: 

1.  General  Peck’s  intent  (persona!  communication  to  Mr.  John  Bums 
dated  13  June  1997)  that  aircraft  will  avoid  critical  bighorn  sheep 
lambing  areas  as  defined  by  the  Department  and  that  other  adverse 
wildlife  impacts  will  be  mitigated. 

2.  An  enhanced  fire-suppression  plan  will  be  developed  and 
implemented  which  includes  a  rapid-response  aeriaJ  fire-fighting 
capability. 

3.  A  range  restoration  program  will  be  developed  for  those  lands 
adversely  affected  by  planned  or  inadvertent  range  operations,  and  the 
Air  Force  will  fund  or  establish  a  native  plant  nursery  to  provide  a 
source  of  site-adapted  native  seed  essential  to  dryland  range 
restoration  success. 


Report  to  the  Idaho  Fish  and  Game  Commission: 
Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho  Proposal 

Process 

The  National  Environmental  Policy  Ae:  of  1969  (NEPA)  was  passed  to  encourage 
productive  and  enjoyable  harmony  between  man  and  his  environment;  to  promote  effort] 
which  will  preveot  or  eliminate  damage  to  the  environment  and  biosphere  aod  stimulate 
the  health  and  welfare  of  mao;  to  enrich  the  understanding  of  the  ecological  lyitemi  aod 
natural  resources  important  to  the  Nation  (NEPA  Section  2).  The  Act  establishes 
guidance  to  the  federal  government  to  use  all  practicable  means  ...  to  improve  aod 
coordinate  Federal  plans,  functions,  programs,  and  resources  to  the  end  that  the  Nation 
miy- 

(1)  fulfill  the  responsibilities  of  each  generation  as  trustee  of  the  environment  for 
succeeding  generations; 

(2)  assure  for  all  Americans  safe,  healthful,  productive,  and  aesthetically  aod 
culturally  pleasing  surroundings; 

P)  attain  the  widest  range  of  beneficial  uses  of  the  environment  without 
degradation,  risk  to  health  or  safety,  or  other  undesirable  and  unintended 
consequences  (NEPA  Section  101(b). 

To  fulfill  this  policy,  the  Act  requires  that  an  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  be  prepared 
to  predict,  insofar  as  possible,  the  positive  and  negative  results  of  proposed  federal  actions. 

The  State  of  Idaho  and  its  various  agencies,  as  custodian  for  a  range  of  public  resources  and 
interests,  has  opportunity  and  responsibility  to  review  such  proposals  and  to  proride  analyses  and 
recommendations  as  appropriate.  This  information  is  to  be  provided  to  ensure  that  decision¬ 
makers  can  objectively  balance  costs  and  benefits  of  the  proposal  when  making  their 
determination  of  whether  and  how  to  proceed  with  implementation  of  proposals. 

The  Fish  and  Game  Commission,  as  representative  of  the  people  of  Idaho  for  fish  and  wildlife 
resources,  is  expected  to  comment  on  actions  which  may  have  significant  impacts  to  those 
resources,  and  where  possible,  identify  how  proposals  may  be  modified  to  reduce  or  eliminate 
adverse  impacts.  Where  adverse  impacts  have  been  minimized  and  may  not  be  avoided,  costs 
should  be  identified  and  reimbursement  to  the  public  pursued,  typically  through  some  form  of 
mitigation  for  losses  incurred  (just  as  individual  landowners  may  seek  reimbursement  for  lands 
seized  for  the  construction  of  a  federal  highway  through  their  property). 

Proposal 

Training  of  the  366th  Gunfighter  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base  is  currently  focused 
on  pilot  readiness,  supporting  the  Air  Force's  only  composite  rapid-response  Air  Expeditionary 
Wing.  Pilot  training  in  the  use  of  new  aircraft,  weaponry  and  combat  strategies  could  be 
enhanced  by  re-configuring  targets  and  expanding  airspace.  The  Air  Force  has  proposed  to 
accomplish  their  desire  for  enhanced  training  in  an  environmental  impact  statement  currently 
available  for  public  review,  with  comments  due  by  August  6, 1997. 


This  is  the  fourth  in  a  series  of  proposals  from  the  Air  Force  to  expand  or  re-conf:gurt  training 
resources  associated  with  Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base  since  1989.  The  IDFG  commented  on 
first  of  these.  Realignment  of  Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base  and  Proposed  Extended  Range 
Capability  Tier  One  Draft  EIS  in  1990,  and  commented  on  the  second,  the  Air  Force  in  Idaho 
proposal,  in  January  1992.  A  third  proposal.  Idaho  Training  Range,  was  identified  in  1993. 
Although  supportive  of  expanded  Air  Force  training  in  concept,  the  Idaho  Fish  and  Game 
Commission  expressed  severe  reservations  about  one  portion  of  the  Idaho  Training  Range 
proposal  (the  so- cal  led  ‘North  Range’)  in  final  comments  as  retayed  to  the  Air  Force  on  February 
2, 1994  (a  copy  of  the  1994  Fish  and  Game  Commission  position  is  attached).  This  proposal  was 
subsequently  withdrawn  by  the  Air  Force. 

The  Air  Force  has  worked  extensively  with  Idaho  Fish  and  Game  raff  to  reduce  adverse  impacts 
to  wildlife  associated  with  the  current  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho  proposal.  In  addition,  the 
Air  Force  incorporated  a  new  alternative  site  (Alternative  D:  Juniper  Butte)  based  on  public 
input 

Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  Concerns 

The  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  has  consistently  identified  three  major  areas  of  concern 
with  this  and  similar  range  expansion  proposals.  These  concerns  fall  into  three  general 
categories: 

1.  Loss  or  degradation  of  native  wildlife  habitats  and  associated  wildlife 
populations. 

2.  Impacts  of  noise,  threat  emitters,  and  Users  on  wildlife  species. 

3.  Impacts  of  training  activities  on  hunting  and  fishing  recreational  opportunities. 

A  fourth  concern,  siting  and  development  of  targets,  is  incorporated  into  Alternative  selection. 

The  Department's  foremost  concern  with  any  development  proposal  is  the  impact  that  actions 
might  have  on  fish  and  wildlife  populations,  relative  to  the  affected  environmental  and 
management  objectives.  This  assessment  is  based  on  a  risk-analysis  approach  to  the  ability  of  the 
Department  of  Fish  and  Game  to  meet  management  objectives. 

Wildlife  populations  can  respond  to  loss  of  individual  animals  within  a  generation;  loss  of 
critical  living  space,  however,  is  usually  permanent  and  irreplaceable.  Thus  foremost  among 
Department  concerns  are  the  impacts  on  habitat,  both  through  direct  action  (i.e.,  removal  of 
vegetation  and  construction  of  facilities)  and  indirect  action  (Le.,  increased  risks  of  wildfire  in 
native  plant  communities,  invasion  of  undesirable  plants,  etc.}. 

The  primary  area  of  concern  for  many  sportsmen  is  direct  loss  of,  or  injury  to,  wildlife-  such 
things  as  mortality  assocuted  with  injury,  death  during  periods  of  stress  associated  with 
disturbance  during  critical  periods  of  the  year,  or  injury  due  to  training  activities  (i.e.,  blinding 
caused  by  exposure  to  lasers,  or  injury  associated  with  ordinance  delivery).  While  population 
impacts  of  those  losses  can  often  be  compensated  in  the  long-term,  they  do  have  immediate 
impact  on  individual  animals  and  may  adversely  impact  recreational  opportunities- 
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Finally,  any  impact  affecting  fish,  wildlife,  and  outdoor-associated  recreational  opportunities  will 
have  far-reaching  effects.  Primary  effects  typically  include  limiting  or  degrading  recreational 
opportunity;  secondary  effects  often  include  economic  losses  associated  with  reduced 
attractiveness  of  the  impacted  area  to  sportsmen,  who  as  a  result  will  visit  affected  communities 
less  often,  reducing  their  purchases  for  food,  gasoline  and  lodging,  and  perhaps  (especially  if 
emotionally-invested  by  a  pattern  of  traditional  use  to  the  affected  area),  reducing  or  eliminating 
their  participation  in  hunting  and  fishing. 

The  Department  has  conveyed  these  concerns  to  Air  Force  staff  and  contractors.  These  concerns 
provide  the  philosophical  foundation  for  comments  on  the  various  proposals.  The  Department, 
due  to  its  public  trust  responsibility,  is  conservative  in  its  approach  to  development  proposals 
The  Air  Force,  in  rum,  has  attempted  to  respond  to  Depanmem  concerns  with  actions  that 
address  concerns  while  maintaining  their  ability  to  meet  training  requirements.  This  two-way 
interaction,  which  is  dependent  on  communication  and  cooperation,  has  resulted  in  consideration 
of  actions  designed  to  increase  Air  Force  flexibility  in  scheduling  and  siting  training  activities-  a 
program  to  reduce  potential  conflicts,  or  'de-confliction.*  De-confliction  requires  both  a 
relatively  high  level  of  trust  (to  ensure  that  the  agency  or  group  receiving  the  increased  flexibility 
does  not  simply  use  it  as  an  opportunity  to  expand  use)  and  some  sort  of  fail-safe  guarantee  that' 
will  return  to  status  quo  conditions  if  de-confliction  fails.  De-confliction  efforts  in  this  proposal 
focus  on  use  of  Military  Operating  Airspace  over  portions  of  Owyhee  County.  All  Alternativ-j 
presented  in  this  EIS  include  proposed  expansion  of  Military  Operating  Airspace  (MOA) 
nonhward  over  lower  Big  Jack  and  Little  Jack  Creeks;  Alternative  D  includes  expansion  of 
MOA  eastward  as  well. 


A  stepwise  approach  was  used  to  assess  potential  impacts  of  this  proposal.  First,  the  impact 
statement  was  carefully  reviewed.  Identified  impacts  to  wildlife  and  recreation  were  noted,  and 
actions  or  activities  proposed  were  screened  by  biologists  to  determine  any  potential  for  adverse 
impacts  to  wildlife  that  were  not  identified  in  the  impact  statement.  Second,  all  potential  impacts 
were  “screened"  against  Air  Force  commitments,  assuming  that  those  commitments  would  be 
incorporated  in  the  official  Record  of  Decision,  and  remaining  issues  were  isolated.  Finally,  the 
remaining  issues  were  assessed  relative  to  the  ability  of  the  Depanment  of  Fish  and  Game  to 
meet  objectives  identified  in  wildlife  management  plans.  This  final  analysis  provides  the  basis 
for  conclusions. 


impacts  of  the  airspace  expansion  on  ground  resources  (including  increased  risks  to  large  areas  of 
relatively  undisturbed  native  vegetation,  to  wildlife  not  previously  exposed  to  low-level  or 
supersonic  overflight  disturbance,  and  to  a  wide  range  of  year-around  recreational  opportunities), 
or  to  address  impacts  associated  with  supersonic  flight  within  Military  Operating  Airspace. 

Based  on  this  determination  by  the  Air  Force,  1DFG  has  limited  their  analyses  to  those  actions 
clearly  identified  within  the  EIS. 


In  moving  target  areas  and  threat  emitter  sites  away  from  canyonlands  associated  with  the  East 
Fork  Owyhee  River,  the  Air  Force  has  responded  to  many  of  the  concerns  of  IDFG  regarding 
enhanced  training  opportunities.  Proposed  elimination  of  'hoi  spot*  flares  has  further  reduced 
IDFG  concerns  about  potential  wildfire  hazards  associated  with  training  activities.  However, 
IDFG  remains  concerned  about  increased  risk  of  wildfire  (and  associated  loss  of  native  wildlife 
habitat).  The  ability  of  the  Air  Force  to  quickly  respond  to  wildfire,  wherever  and  whenever  tt 
occurs,  is  critical.  Concerns  remain  regarding  increased  risks  of  invasion  of  native  plant 
communities  by  noxious  weeds  and  other  undesirable  plants  (which  will  degrade  native  wildlife 
habitat).  The  ability  of  the  .Air  Force  and  Bureau  of  Land  Management  to  quickly  and  effectively 
re-establish  site-adapted  native  plants  on  disturbed  dryland  sites  can  reduce  these  concerns. 

There  will  be  direct  adverse  impacts  of  some  training  actions  and  increased  human  disturbance 
on  some  wildlife  populations.  Finally,  hunting  and  fishing  recreational  opportunities  in  Owyhee 
County  may  be  adversely  affected  to  some  degree. 

In  short,  this  project  is  not  entirely  benign  with  regard  to  wildlife  resources.  All  three 
Alternatives  have  been  evaluated,  and  measures  having  potential  to  reduce  advene  impacts  have 
been  identified  wherever  possible.  It  is  now  the  responsibility  of  the  Idaho  Fish  and  Game 
Commission  to  review  all  analyses,  and  to  advise  project  decision-makers  of  their 
determinations. 


The  Air  Force  is  required  to  present  the  best  available  information  concerning  impacts  of  the 
proposal  on  resources.  No  additional  research  is  required,  although  research  is  often  conducted 
to  supplement  available  information  when  adverse  impacts  are  suspected  but  data  is  unavailable 
The  Air  Force,  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  and  IDFG  are  currently  partners  in  research 
designed  to  assess  and  monitor  Air  Force  training  activities  on  California  bighorn  sheep,  and 
results  of  that  work  are  expected  to  be  incorporated  into  operational  guidelines. 

NEPA  requires  response  to  concerns  identified  by  the  public  during  the  scoping  process,  if  those 
concerns  are  directly  associated  with  the  proposed  action.  Based  on  Air  Force  review  of  NEPA 
requirements,  the  Air  Force  concluded  that  it  was  not  necessary  for  this  EIS  to  address  the 
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Jack  Truablood 
Fab.  2.  1994 


Coasmlaalon  Position  on  Propoaad  USA?  Training  Rang* , 

The  Idaho  Fish  and  Same  Commission  met  by  conference  call 
February  2  to  consider  recent  public  testimony  and  staff  analyst* 
of  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  proposed 
military  aircraft  training  range  (Idaho  Training  Rangel  in 
southwestern  Idaho's  Cwyhee  County.  Copies  of  the  analysis  are 
available  on  request.  The  Commission  has  adopted  the  following 
position  statement: 

A  thorough  review  of  the  Idaho  Training  Range  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  (DEIS)  has  identified  adverse  impacts  to 
wildlife  associated  with  the  split  range  preferred  alternative. 
Significant  wildlife  losses  were  not  Identified  on  the  South 
range.  The  DEIS,  however,  fails  to  adequately  protect  the  unique 
biological  resources  associated  with  the  North  range.  These 
resources,  as  identified  by  the  public  and  wildlife  experts, 
include  bighorn  sheep,  pronghorn  antelope,  sage  grouse,  a  variety 
of  species  of  special  concern;  and  unique  habitats  such  as 
wetlands  and  lew  sage  associated  with  this  high  desert  ecosystem. 

Based  on  this  biological  information  and  testimony,  the 
Commission  can  no  longer  support  the  inclusion  of  the  North 
training  range  as  part  of  the  preferred  alternative. 

The  Fish  and  Game  Commission  believes  a  training  range  can  be 
developed  that  will  meet  Air  Force  requirements  in  areas  that 
contain  fewer  wildlife  resources  than  those  identified  in  the 
North  range.  We  are  willing  to  review  other  training  range 
proposals  to  determine  their  potential  impact  on  wildlife. 

It  vti  moved  by  Casnai*al©n*r  Cerleon  that  th*  Commieaioa  approve 
th*  draft  policy  atafcement  and  that  it  b«  attached  to  th*  cov*r 
latter  with  th*  *x*eutlv*  tumury  and  d«tall*d  comment*  prepared 
by  th*  Department  and  forwarded  to  tha  appropriate  authorities, 
Th*  motion  vaa  seconded  by  Cosaiaeioner  Meiers  and  carried  with 
Conaaiasioners  Hansen,  Carlson,  Meiers,  Roee,  and  Racine  voting 
yes  and  Coamissionsr  Outh  voting  no. 


IDAHO  FISH  ft  GAME  m 
400  South  Walnut  /  Dot  23 
Dot**  Idaho  43707 -0023 


Idaho  Fish  and  Game  Commission 
600  South  Walnut 
Boise.  ID  83712 


Re:  Enhanced  in  Idaho  Environmental  Impact  Statement 

The  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and  Game  (IDFG)  has  cow  completed  its  review  of  ±c  Enhanced 
Training  in  Idaho  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS)  and  offers  the  following  comments  .or 
the  record.  The  U.S.  Air  Force  and  contractors  have  provided  opportunities  for  IDFG  to  identify 
specific  concerns  as  this  EIS  w«  under  preparation,  and  these  opportunities  for  input  are  greatly 
appreciated. 

Description  of  Proposed  Action  „  ,  ,  . 

Training  of  the  366th  Gunfighter  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  Air  Force  3*se  :s  currently  focuse- 
on  pilot  readiness,  supporting  the  Air  Fctte’s  only  composite  rapid-response  Air  mspediricnar. 
Wing.  Pilot  mining  in  the  use  of  new  aircraft,  weaponry,  and  combat  strategies  could  be . 
enhanced  by  re-configuring  targets  and  expanding  airspace.  The  Air  Force  has  proposed  to 
accomplish  their  desire  for  enhanced  training  in  an  environmental  impact  statement  currently 
available  for  public  review,  with  comments  due  by  August  6, 1997. 

This  is  the  third  in  a  series  of  proposals  from  the  Air  Force  to  expand  or  re -configure  training 
resources  associated  with  Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base  since  1989.  The  .Air  Force  has  workec 
with  IDFG  staff  to  reduce  advene  impacts  to  wildlife  associated  with  training  aedvities.  and  has 
incorporated  a  new  alternative  site  (Juniper  Butte)  generated  by  public  comments. 

Methods  of  .Analysis  ,  .  . 

A  step- wise  approach  was  used  to  assess  potential  impacts  of  this  proposal  Fust,  the  impact 
sratement  was  carefully  reviewed.  Identified  impacts  to  wildlife  and  recreanon  were  noted,  and 
•chons  or  activities  proposed  were  screened  by  IDFG  biologists  to  determine  any  potential  tor 
adverse  impacts  to  wildlife  that  were  not  identified  in  the  impact  statement.  Second,  all  potential 
impacts  were  “screened"  against  .Air  Force  commitments,  assuming  that  those  commitments 
would  be  incorporated  in  the  official  Record  of  Decision,  and  remaining  issues  were  isolated. 
Finallv,  the  remaining  issues  were  assessed  relative  to  the  ability  of  the  IDFG  to  meet  objectives 
identified  in  wildlife  management  plans.  This  final  analysis  provides  the  basis  for  conclusions. 
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Idaho  Department  of  Fish  andCame  Concerns 

The  IDFG  has  consistently  identified  three  major  areas  of  concern  with  this  ar.d  simiiar  range 
expansion  proposals.  These  concerns  fall  into  three  general  categories: 

1.  Loss  or  degradation  of  native  wildlife  habitats  and  associated  wildlife 
populations. 

2.  Impacts  of  noise,  threat  emitters,  and  lasers  on  wUdtife  species. 

3.  Impacts  of  training  activities  on  hunting  and  fishing  recreational  opportunities. 

A  fourth  concern,  siting  and  development  of  targets,  is  incorporated  into  Alternative  selection. 

The  IDFG’s  foremost  concern  with  any  development  proposal  is  the  impact  that  actions  might 
have  on  n*h  and  wildlife  populations,  relative  to  the  affected  environmental  and  management 
objectives.  This  assessment  is  based  on  a  risk-analysis  approach  to  the  ability  of  the  IDFG  to 
meet  management  objectives. 

Wildlife* populations  can  respond  to  loss  of  individual  animals  within  a  generation:  loss  of 
crirical*living  space,  however,  is  usually  permanent  and  irreplaceable.  Thus  foremost  among 
IDFG  concerns  are  the  impacts  on  habitat,  both  through  direct  action  (i.e.,  removal  of  vegetation 
and  construction  of  facilities)  and  indirect  action  (i.e.;  increased  risks  of  wildfire  in  native  plant 
communities,  invasion  of  undesirable  plants,  etc.). 

The  primary  area  of  concern  of  many  sportsmen  is  direct  loss  of.  or  injury  to.  wildlife- such 
things  as  mortality  associated  with  injury,  death  during  periods  of  stress  associated  with 
disturbance  during  critical  periods  of  the  year,  or  injury  due  to  training  acuvities  (i.e..  blinding 
caused  by  exposure  to  lasers,  or  injury  associated  with  ordinance  delivery).  While  population 
impacts  of  those  losses  can  orien  be  compensated  in  the  long-term,  they  do  have  immediate 
impact  on  individual  animals  and  may  adversely  impact  recreational  opportunities. 

Finally,  any  impact  affecting  fish,  wildlife,  and  outdoor-associated  recrearional  opportunities  will 
have  far-reaching  effects.  Primary  effects  typically  include  limiting  or  degrading  recreational 
oopommiry;  secondary  effects  often  include  economic  losses  associated  with  reduced 
attractiveness  of  the  impacted  area  to  sportsmen,  who  as  a  result  will  visit  affected  communities 
less  often,  reducing  their  purchases  for  food,  gasoline  and  lodging,  and  perhaps  (especially  if 
emotionally- invested  by  a  pattern  of  traditional  use  to  the  affected  area)  reducing  or  eliminating 
their  participation  in  hunting  and  fishing. 

The  IDFG  has  conveyed  these  concerns  to  Air  Force  staff  and  contractors.  These  concerns 
provide  the  philosophical  foundation  for  comments  on  the  various  proposals.  The  IDFG.  due  to 
its  public  trust  responsibility,  is  conservative  in  its  approach  to  development  proposals.  The  .Air 
Force,  in  turn,  has  attempted  to  respond  to  IDFG  concerns  with  actions  that  address  concerns 
while  maintaining  their  ability  to  meet  earning  requirements.  This  two-way  interaction,  whicr.  :s 
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IDFG  commends  the  Air  Force  for  its  decision  to  eliminate  use  of  “hot  spot" 
spotting  charges  on  all  areas  of  the  range  (EIS  p.  4-35).  Elimination  of  spotting 
charges  or  use  of  “cold  spots"  only  will  address  one  major  concern  regarding  the 
potential  for  wildfire  associated  with  target  areas. 

—  Elimination  of  "hot  spot "  devices,  in  conjunction  with  sharing  down  the  range 
entirely  during  periods  of  extreme  fire  danger,  will  signifi  candy  reduce  IDFG 
concerns  about  wildfire  hazards  associated  with  target  areas. 

IDFG  remains  concerned  about  use  of  flares.  Wildfires  started  by  flares  and  inert 
ordinance  will  be  one  of  the  unavoidable  impacts  of  the  operation  of  the  ETI.  Past 
wildfires  in  this  area  have  shown  that  it  is  exceptionally  difficult  to  rehabilitate  native 
plant  communities.  It  is  also  dear  that  successful  rehabilitation  efforts  will  be 
expensive.  The  development  and  implementation  of  a  fire  control  plan,  the 
establishment  of  an  adequate  source  of  native  plant  seeds/seedlings  for  rehabilitation 
and  commitment  of  adequate  resources  to  do  the  actual  rehabilitation  work  is  critical  to 
minimiring  the  negative  impact  of  range  operation  on  fish  and  wildlife  resources. 

The  ecosystems  in  Idaho's  high  desert  are  not  resilient  a  the  impacts  of  fire.  The 
shallow  soils,  low  precipitation,  and  aggressive  xnrmai  weeds  the  natural 
rehabilitation  of  burned  areas  very  difficult.  Burned  areas  rarely  return  to  their  prior 
status  {i.e.,  diverse  nanve  shrubs,  forbs.  and  grasses)  without  aggressive  and  costly 
rehabilitation  efforts  of  land  managers.  The  loss  of  the  diverse  native  shrub  and 
rangelands  will  have  significant  negative  effens  on  wildlife  species.  It  is  therefore 
critical  that  re-establishment  of  aarive  plant  communities  be  the  goal  and  result  of 
rehabilitation  efforts.  Any  less  of  native  vegetation  will  have  a  significant  impact  on  ail 
watersheds  in  the  area.  There  will  a  destabilization  of  the  watersheds  and  associated 
reduction  in  water  quality. 

The  danger  of  wildfires  caused  by  flares  is  cot  limited  to  ^  impact  areas.  Flares  can 
be  used  throughout  the  MO  A.  and  there  is  significant  potential  to  start  fires  in  areas  far 
removed  from  the  fire  fighting  crews  and  equipment  near  the  impact  area.  Even  with  a 
policy  prohibiting  release  of  flares  below  2.000  feet  AGL  in  general  MOA  airspace, 
potential  exists  for  mishaps  to  result  in  wildfire  generation;  and  this  potential  is  greatly 
enhanced  within  target  areas  where  release  of  flares  would  be  authorized  as  tow  is  700 
feet  AGL  (EIS  p.  4-35).  When  fires  start  in  these  rangeland  conditions  they  may  be  very 
difficult  to  stop.  There  is  significant  potential  for  losses  of  10,000+  acres  of  habitat  in 
single  fires. 

-  Use  of  flares  still  comprises  c  significant  fire  hazard,  making  it  critical  that  the  Air 
Force  ana  3ureau  o/  Land  Management  develop  and  maintain  an  active  wildfire 
suppression/conrroi  program  covering  ail  lands  under  Military  Operating  Area 
fMOA)  airspace.  IV*  suggest  that  a  wildfire  suppression  program  (Identified  in  the 


dependent  on  communication  and  cooperation,  has  resulted  in  consideration  of  actions  designed 
x  increase  .Air  Force  flexibility  in  scheduling  and  siting  training  activities-*  program  to  reduce 
potential  conflicts  or  ‘de-coofliction.’  De-conflicrion  requires  both  a  reiatively  high  level  of  trust 
(to  ensure  that  the  agency  or  group  receiving  the  increased  flexibility  does  not  simply  use  it  as  an 
opportunity  to  expand  use)  and  some  sort  of  fail-safe  guarantee  that  will  return  to  status  quo 
conditions  if  de-confliction  fails. 

All  Alternatives  presented  in  this  EIS  include  proposed  expansion  of  Military  Operating  .Airspace 
(MOA)  northward  over  lower  Big  Jack  and  Little  Jack  Creeks;  .Alternative  D  includes  expansion 
of  MO  A  eastward  as  well.  This  EIS  fails  to  consider  or  disclose  the  impacts  of  the  airspace 
expansion  on  ground  resources,  including  large  areas  of  relatively  undisturbed  native  vegetation, 
on  wildlife  not  previously  exposed  to  low-level  or  supersonic  overflight  disturbance,  and  fails  to 
consider  impacts  on  a  wide  range  of  vear-around  recreational  opportunities. 

DFG  commends  the  Air  Force  and  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  for  considering  the  input 
from  past  range  expansion  proposals  and  identifioag  sites  that  avoid  the  most  serious  concerns 
regarding  impact  to  remote  canyon! ands.  Wilderness  Study  Areas,  .Areas  of  Critical 
Environmental  Concern,  and  most  critical  wildlife  habitats.  Further.  IDFG  commends  the  .Air 
Force  and  Bureau  of  Land  Management  for  adding  .Alternative  D  (Juniper  Bune)  to  this  proposal, 
based  on  public  input. 

In  moving  target  areas  and  threat  etniner  sites  away  com  canyoniands  associated  with  the  East 
Fork  Owyhee  River,  the  .Air  Force  has  responded  to  many  of  the  concerns  of  IDFG  regsrding 
enhanced  training  opportunities.  However,  no  project  which  proposes  actions  which  may  impact 
undeveloped  wildlife  habitat  on  this  scope  is  entirely  benign.  Some  of  the  actions  proposed  wiil 
adversely  affect  wildlife  and  associated  outdoor  recreation.  IDFG  has  completed  analyses  of 
these  proposals  and  tas  identified  a  cumber  of  specific  issues  of  concern  with  regard  to  potential 
for  modification  of  wildlife  habitats  as  identified  in  the  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS): 

Loss  or  degradation  of  native  ihrublands  and  associated  yildlifc  populations 
Concerns  regarding  potential  loss  or  degradation  of  nanve  ihrublands  can  be  grouped  into  four 
major  areas:  activities  with  potential  to  start  range  fires,  construction  and  maintenance  of  roads 
and  targets,  introduction  of  undesirable  invasive  plant  species,  and  rehabilitation  of  disturbed 
sites.  Recent  studies  in  the  btenor  Columbia  River  Basin  have  indicated  that  much  of  the 
Owyhee  Uplands  area  still  exhibits  a  moderate  to  high  degree  of  ecological  integrity, 
demonstrating  their  importance  nationally  to  the  maintenance  of  native  plant  and  animal 
populations. 
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EIS  on  p.  2-17)  include,  at  a  minimum,  at  least  one  quick-response,  fire-suppression 
helicopter  and  crew  available  2  4-hour s/day. 

-  IDFG  supports  the  Air  Foret  decision  to  shut  down  the  range  during  periods  of 
extreme  fire  risk  under  all  Alternatives  (EISp.  4-37), 

-  IDFG  is  committed  to  working  with  Air  Force  range  managers  and  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  staff  to  identify  high  fire  danger  criteria  and  develop  guidelines  to 
minimize  wildfire  risks. 

-  It  is  critical  that  the  A  ir  Force  commit  necessary  manpower  and  financial  resources 
to  a  program  of  timely  rehabilitation  of  wildfire  sites,  using  narivt  plant  species,  in 
areas  affected  by  wildfire. 

—  Low-level  use  of  flares  over  target  areas  poses  significant  wildfire  risk  to  nearby 
habitats;  since  areas  in  the  vicinity  of  Alternative  C  contain  large  blocks  of 
undisturbed  native  vegetation  crucial  to  a  variety  of  wildlife  species,  this  Alternative 
poses  significant  hazards  to  the  long-term  well-being  of  these  wildlife  populations. 

J&FG  recommends  that  construction  and  maintenance  activities  associated  with 
.  roads  and  targets  be  focused  on  areas  previously  disturbed.  Disturbance  of  native 
vegetation  allows  non-native  and  undesirable  invasive  species  to  establish  populations, 
often  with  negative  impacts  to  native  flora  and  fauna.  Routine  road  maintenance  provides 
‘jpoil  piles*  that  are  particularly  attractive  to  invasion  fay  undesirable  plants,  and  seeds  of 
undesirable  plants  are  often  transported  in  soil  on  the  tires  and  undercarriage  of  vehicles. 
Alternative  B  has  the  least  inroad  on  native  vegetation,  followed  by  Alternatives  D  and  C 
(EIS  p.  4-83). 

-  Road  construction  and  ground  disturbance  associated  with  target  development  and 
maintenance  should  be  minimized,  and  limited  to  the  greatest  extent  possible  to  areas 
previously  disturbed,  to  minimise  potential  advtrse  impacts  to  native  plant  and 
wildlife  populations. 

-  Emitter  site  development  should  be  minimal  incorporating  no  permanent  structures 
and  only  minimal  site  disturbance. 

-  Habitat  fragmentation  be  minimized,  since  it  can  reduce  the  potential  for  native 
species  to  persist  or  to  rt-colonixe  disturbed  sites. 

Maintenance  of  large  blocks  of  nnroaded  habitat  is  essential  to  provide  habitat 
security  for  wildlife  species.  Improved  road  access  results  in  increased  density  of 
human  activity,  reduces  security  for  wildlife  populations,  and  reduces  opportunities  for 
dispersed  recreation. 

—  Road  construction  and  improvement  should  be  minimized  to  prevent  fragmentation  oj 
wildlife  security  habitat. 
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tDFG  has  consistently  stated  extreme  concern  about  any  actions  which  enhance  the 
ability  for  undesirable  plant  species  to  proliferate.  Undesinble  plant  species  from  a 
wildlife  standpoint  include  noxious  weeds  and  non-native  plant  species,  many  of  which 
offer  little  or  no  value  to  native  wildlife.  Selection  of  Alternative  C  places  target  sites 
close  to  stands  of  relatively  undisturbed  vegetation  in  Big  Jack  Creek,  significantly 
increasing  their  risk  of  destruction  by  wildfire.  Increased  vehicle  traffic  from  Air  Force 
and  civilian  vehicles  associated  with  operating  widely-dispersed  threat  eanner  sites  wflj 
lead  to  increased  chances  that  these  vehicles  will  bring  in  weed  seed  in  soil  on  the  dres 
or  undercarriage  of  vehicles.  This  win  tocreise  the  difficulty  of  rehabilitating  areas 
after  fires.  Despite  the  need  to  rehabilitate  wildfire  and  other  damaged  sites  quickly, 
before  undesirable  plants  can  become  established,  past  experience  has  demonstrated  that 
there  Is  frequently  a  shortage  of  sources  for  site-adapted  native  plant  seed. 

-  77i#  Record  of  Decision  should  clearly  identify,  in  writing.  a  commitment  from  the  Air 
Force  to  an  agresstve  program  of  wildfire  control  and  range  restoration  feanzring 
timely  re-establishment  of  native,  site -adapted  plant  species  on  all  disturbed  areas . 

-  Fast  and  present  range  rehabilitation  efforts  have  suffered  from  a  shortage  of  seed 

from  site-adapted  native  plant  species.  A  substantial  commitment  to  developing  the 
capability  for  dryland  range  restoration  should  be  identified  as  part  of  the  rangeland 
restoration  plan.  t 

-  Site  restoration  efforts  should  be  coupled  w 1th  an  aggressive  program  of  control, 
reduction,  or  elimination  of  non-native  and  undesirable  plant  species. 

-  MOA  airspace  expansion  northward  will  increase  risks  of  wildfire  in  largely 
undisturbed  vegerarion  communities  and  the  associated  hazards  of 'wildlife 
displacement  due  to  loss  of  habitat 

-  IDFG  endorses  the  proposed  policy  of  not  accessing  threat  emitter  sites  during  times 
when  the  access  roads  are  unstable  or  when  snow  plowing  'would  be  required. 

-  The  Air  Force  should  consider  establishing  a  nattve  plant  nursery  to  provide  a 
readily-available  source  of  seed for  rehabilitation  efforts. 


IDFG  urges  the  Air  Force  to  minim  ire  potential  for  OQ-rite  maintenance  aetiries  to 
result  in  disturbance  to  nattve  wildlife.  This  is  paroculariy  important  for  those  species 
known  to  be  easily  disturbed  by  human  acriviry.  such  as  California  bighorn  sheep  and 
Species  of  Special  Concern.  Species  of  Special  Concern  which  may  be  adversely 
impacted  by  development  of  sites  containing  undisturbed  native  vegetation  include  the 
sage  grouse,  sage  sparrow,  Brewer's  sparrow,  loggerhead  shrike,  greea-tiiled  towhee,  and 
gray  flycatcher. 

-  Potential  for  disturbance  of  native  wildlife  /bighorn  sheep  and  Species  of  Spec*! 
Concern)  is  greatest  under  Alternative  C. 

-  Risk  of  wildfire  from  flares  escaping  the  larger  area  end  affecting  targe  blocks  of 
undisturbed  native  vegetarian,  and  wildlife  dependent  on  that  nam  e  vegttaror.  is 
greatest  under  Alternative  C. 
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.Monitoring  Ufhom  ,b..p  populate"  <*  *> 

acrivlrits.  and  only  by  monitoring  eat  nmol  Impacts  (os  lack  o/tbstn)  bt  tdcnrlf.sd 
The  Air  Force  should  assist  In  annual  monitoring  of  bighorn  sheep  populations  under 

AterZtoC'madmlaes  the  potential  for  adverse  human  impacts  on  easilywtisrurbed 
wildlife  such  as  bighorn  sheep. 


Sag*  grouse  populations  art  declining  throughout  Idaho  and  the* 

Surtaxed  lands  underlying  the  Military  Operating  Atnp.c.  (MOA)  * 

tbb  proposal  currently  contain  loot  of  tbe  strongest  sage  grouse 

western  United  States.  There  is  a  significant,  but  declining,  population 

in  this  area  of  southwestern  Idaho.  Despite  the  assertion  dm  because  umbers « ^ 

effects  will  be  minimal  (OS  p.  MOS).  the  convene  may  be  true:  low  popuUcons  may  be 

placed  at  significantly  greater  risk  than  healthy  and  stable  or  growing  populations. 

Declines  appL  to  be  associated  with  recruitment  of  hamhhngs  into  *e  popuown.  A 

continued  decline  in  sage  grouse  nurcben  may  result  m  legally- mandated  *”vrry 

actions  that  could  affect  range  operations.  Limited  dm  indoxe  that  sage 

abandon  their  mating  grounds  (Wes)  ifdismrbedby  a 

following  day;  if  repeated  disturbance  occurs,  leks  may  be  abandoned 

Nesting  females  may  abandon  nests  as  a  result  of  a  single  disturbance  event  (Connell. . 

^DFG^^A^Force  to  help  support  research  on  hatchling  recruitment  into 

ZttZZP"  —  — msrurbanc, should* 
minimized  to  avoid  disturbing  sage  grouse. 


minimized  to  avoid  disturbing  sage  grouse. 

rental  lbr.au  »  dlsntpdan  of  mating  aenvity  as  a, -auln «* 
proves  a  common  occurrence]  may  include  mmimtation  of  overflight  dunng  h 

\  ..  _ P  f-  II _ _  Jnm.rm  ffc#  VflTC/l-  KiOV  WCftflC  StCSOK. 


proves  a  common  occurrencej  may  - - -7 

hours  preceding  and  following  dawn  during  the  March-May  mating  season 
Alternative  D  appears  to  constitute  the  least  risk  to  sage  r<^*  populations,  greater 
risk  Is  associated  with  Alternative  B.  and  Alternative  C  maximizes  the  potential  for 
adverse  human  impacts  on  sage  grouse. 


Operation  and  rervicing  of  threat  emitters  may  result  la  disturbance  and  stress  to 

wlV.  dortot  critical  pertodi.  IDFG  cpd.no  the  propoted  poly  of  oot  cccccaini 
these  sites  when  roads  are  unstable  or  snow  plowmg  is  required  W«w  *»s  has 
oreviously  been  very  limited  in  these  areas  and  there  is  potential  for  significant 
disturbance  by  human  activity  during  this  high-stress  period,  particularly  on  the  e 
de-r  and  saoe  grouse  wintering  in  some  of  these  areas. 

..  “  Winter  IctMnes  such  as  threat  emitter  operation  and  maintenance  that  may  result  in 
wildlife  disturbance  should  be  minimized  or  eliminated 
-  Alternative  C  would  adversely  impact  an  important  wintering  range  for  mule  Jeer. 
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-  IDFG  commends  the  Air  Force  for  stipulating  use  of  eagle-safe  powerline  design  and 
**  wildlife  fence  ”  (FIS  p.  2-U) 

-  IDFG  endorses  the  proposed  policy  of  not  accessing  threat  emitter  sites  during  times 
when  the  acctss  roods  art  unstable  or  when  snowplowing  would  be  required 

Impacts  of  noise,  threat  emitters.  and  linn  oa  wildlife 

Tbe  most  immediate  and  obvious  impact  of  this  proposal  to  the  casual  visitor  will  be  the 
frequency  and  volume  of  sound  associated  with  training  activities,  especially  with  aircraft  that 
may  travel  at  supersonic  speeds.  IDFG  Is  highly  critical  of  analyses  which  present  averaged 
sound  levels,  because  biological  organisms  respond  to  loud  sounds  primarily  as  “events"  that  are 
better  described  as  “environmental  disturbance"  than  as  “background  ooise  "  IDFG  believes  data 
regarding  level  of  use  and  volume  of  noise  identified  in  this  document  is  biased  toward 
fritiimswi  tidier  than  realistically  foreseeable,  levels.  Discussions  identify  single-noise  events 
and  averages,  rather  than  multiple-source  events  such  as  might  occur  in  battle-field  training 
scenarios.  Further,  much  noisier  airoreft  (such  as  the  F-22)  are  dearly  in  development  for  ‘rapid 
response’  forces  such  as  the  366th  Wing.  Impacts  of  noise  on  wildlife  in  areas  not  previously 
exposed  to  training  overflights  (Le..  proposed  northward  expansion  of  MOA  airspace)  have  not 
been  addressed  in  this  EIS,  even  though  it  was  repeatedly  identified  during  scoping  hearings  as 
an  issue  of  critical  concern.  Effects  of  non-eye-safe  lasers  on  wildlife  have  not  been  disclosed  in 
this  EIS. 

Idaho’s  California  bighorn  sheep  resource  Ij  extremely  valuable  to  the  dtizens  of 
Idaho  and  the  nation,  and  their  protection  is  a  paramount  concern.  California 
bighorn  sheep  have  proven  to  be  highly  susceptible  to  morbidity  aod  eves  mortality  as  a 
result  of  repeated  exposure  to  environmental  disturbance.  These  risks  are  especially 
critical  during  the  April  13-June  13  lambing  period,  due  to  the  steep  precipices  occupied 
by  ewes  and  their  lambs  during  the  time,  and  the  potential  for  “startle  events"  to  result  in 
injury  or  loss  of  non-habituaied  lambs. 

-  IDFG  commends  and  will  continue  to  support  studies  presently  underway  to  better 
quantify  the  impacts  of  overflight  noise  on  California  bighorn  sheep. 

-  Over-flight  of  identified  critical  California  bighorn  sheep  lambing  areas  should  be 
avoided  during  the  April  /  5- June  15  lambing  period  Avoidance  as  used  here  means 
actions  that  create  noise  at  ground  level  /reefer  than  95  dB.  the  identified  threshold 
value  for  wildlife  startle  effects  (FIS  p.  J-ll.  citing  Eleventh  Air  Force  1992).  This 
guideline  will  result  in  a  greater  radius  for  avoidance  of  critical  lambing  habitats  for 
tome  aircraft  than  for  others  (m  EIS  p.  *-l  l). 

-  MOA  airspace  expansion  northward  will  significantly  Increase  over-flight 
disturbance  to  bighorn  sheep  in  areas  not  previously  exposed  to  low  altitude  military 
Overflight. 

—  All  aircraft  flight  over  canyontcnds  should  bt  at  least  500 feet  above  the  associated 
carrion  rtms. 
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Laser  target  acquisition  has  potential  for  damaging  the  vision  of  wildlife  species.  No 
analysis  of  potential  iffecu  on  wildlife,  particularly  raptors,  has  been  presented  in  the 
EIS.  although  there  is  some  likelihood  that  raptors  will  be  attracted  to  target  areas  by  the 
availability  of  perches  and  may  be  affected. 

-  IDFG  urges  the  Air  Force  to  take  appropriate  measures  to  ensure  that  lasers  are 
used  only  under  those  conditions  that  will  avoid  harm  to  resident  wildlife 
populations. 

Impacts  on  hunting  and  fishing  recreation 

Owyhee  County  provides  a  wide  range  of  vitally  important  wildlife  receariooal  opportunities  for 
the  heavily-populated  Treasure  Valley  and  Magic  Valley  regions.  Access  to  public  lands  was  a 
kr/  concern  in  previous  range  proposals  and  continues  to  be  a  critical  issue.  There  Is 
continuing  concern  about  future  restrictions  on  public  access  to  tbe  general  area  of  the  range. 

It  is  imperative  that  access  to  public  lands  be  maintained.  Little  Jack  aod  Big  Jack  Creek 
<irjinages  tn  particularly  significant,  since  they  provide  nearly  year -around  opportunities  for 
hiking; -camping,  stream  fishing,  hunting  (chufcar.  sage  grouse,  mule  deer,  and  bighorn  sheep), 
and  trapping.  These  potential  impacts,  identified  during  scoping,  have  not  been  addressed  to  this 
EIS.  Further,  the  EIS  tails  to  disclose  potential  hazards  of  aon-eye-saft  lasers  on  hunters,  hikers, 
and  others  using  areas  around  targets. 

Ooe  of  the  key  attributes  sportsmen  seek  while  recreating  in  this  part  of  Owybee  County  is  the 
remoteness  and  solitude  The  operation  of  tbe  range  will  increase  the  number  of  aircraft 
overflights  and  associated  noise.  This  will  change  (be  recreational  experience  to  Owyhee 
County  It  is  possible  that  continued  increases  in  the  use  of  the  range  could  degrade  the 
outdoor  experience  to  a  level  intolerable  » tbe  public. 

Sportsman  access  most  be  maintained  to  provide  a  maximum  for  a  variety  of  types 
•f  wild  life- associated  recreational  •ppominitita.  However,  unproved  road  access 
results  to  increased  density  of  human  activity,  thereby  reducing  security  for  wildlife 
populations  aod  opportunities  for  dispersed  recreation. 

_  Restrictions  on  public  acctss  to  Owyhee  County  back-country  should  b*  minimized  to 
ensure  the  greatest  potential  range  for  outdoor  recreational  opportunities. 

-  Road  improvement  should  bt  minimized  so  that  opportunities  for  dispersed  recreation 
art  nor  degraded 

-  Any  potential  restrictions  on  public  access  for  ' safety  reasons  ’  should  be  clearly 
identified 

Maoy  recreartooists  have  identified  nolle  related  to  human  activities  (such  as 
aircraft  training)  as  a  deterrent  to  enjoyment  of  outdoor  recreation.  Virtually  all  of 
the  hunting  units  for  California  bighorn  sheep,  a  once-ln-a-lur.ine  harvest  opportunity 


454 


Cooperating  Agency  Input 


003004 

ETI  Comments 
July  IS,  1997 
PaS5  10 

for  Idaho  hunters.  lies  under  MOA  auspace.  and  ‘startle  events'  can  adversely  affect  the 
hunting  experience. 

*•  MOA  sir  spec  e  expansion  northward  will  result  in  increased  over-flight  disturbance 
year-cround  and  will  increase  the  number  and  type  of  conflicts  between  tht  Air 
Force  and  to  outdoor  recrecrionists  year-around 

-  IDFG  commends  the  Air  Force  for  developing  Alternatives  that  result  in  reductions  in 
cumulative  noise  impacts  over  Wilderness  Study  Areas  (E!S p.  4-190). 

-  Selection  of  Alternative  C  would  result  in  adverse  sportsman  use  of  Grasmere 
.Reservoir,  which  is  a  popular  fishing  destination  stocked  with  Lahonran  cutrhrocr 
rrout  bur  which  is  located  within  a  few  miles  of  the  proposed  target  area. 

-  Confiicrs  with  reertationists  associated  within  current  MOA  airspace  can  be 
minimized  if  the  Air  Force  will  avoid  scheduling  intensive-use  training  maneuvers 
(U.  'red  fag' type  exercises)  within  the  August  30-0c:obtr  9  hunting  season  for 
bighorn  sheep. 

AH  construction  associated  with  (be  range  should  be  designed  to  ensure  minimal 
visual  impacts,  In  particular,  construction  away  from  developed  target  sites  should  be 
rnir.imircd  to  avoid  the  impression  of  widespread  human  impacts,  and  their  associates 
adverse  impacts  on  recreationists. 

—  All  construction  should  be  minimized,  and  in  parriralar.  threat  emitter  sues  should  be 
designed  to  biend  in  with  surrounding  wildlife  habitats. 

Cfltmrni&emaining  After  .Air  Foret  Commitments 

Brigadier  General  Peck,  in  a  letter  to  Commission  Chairman  Bunts  dated  13  June  1997  (copy 
attached),  identified  some  specific  actions  to  which  the  Air  Force  would  commit  to  help  allay 
Department  or  Fish  and  Game  Commission  concerns.  This  letter  states: 

The  Air  Force  intends  to  continue  to  consult  with  the  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 
Game  to  protea  California  bighorn  sheep  during  the  critical  lambing  period  in 
Owyhee  canyon  lands  in  all  alternatives,  consistent  with  Idaho  Fish  and  Game 
determination  of  bighorn  sheep  needs. 

The  Fish  and  Game  Commission  believes  this  commitment  by  the  Air  Force  will  result  in 
avoidance  ot"  over-flight  of  identified  critical  California  bighorn  sheep  lambing  areas  during 
period  April  15- June  15,  such  that  no  actions  which  exceed  the  wildlife  starJe  event  threshold  of 
95  dB  will  be  allowed  during  this  period.  It  is  acknowledged  by  all  parries  that  the  .Air  Force  wiil 
develop  guidelines  relative  to  specific  sirimde.  speed  and  flight  operations  by  aircraft  lie  SIS  p. 
4-ll)to  meet  this  standard.  Md  that  this  standard  will  be  re-evaluated  by  IDFG  biologists  based 
on  on-going  and  future  studies,  and  is  subject  to  change  (increase  or  decrease)  based  on  peer- 
reviewed  scientific  analysis  of  data. 
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Recreational  experience  (observation  and  bunting)  will  be  degraded  to  some  degree  by 
overflight  noise,  although  these  impacts  can  be  reduced  by  operational  scheduling  to 
minimize  disturbance  on  weekends  and  during  hunting  seasons. 

Mule  Deer 

Management  Goal:  Maintain  (Unit  40)  or  increase  herds. 

CflUduaioa:  Attainable,  provided  that  Alternative  D  or  B  is  selected  (Alternative  C 
may  adversely  affect  critical  wintering  range  south  of  Big  Jack  Creek  canyon). 

Impacts  on  Associated-Recreation  Recreational  opportunity  can  be  maintained  u 
approximately  current  or  slightly  enhanced  levels,  based  on  expected  mule  deer 
population  increases.  Recreational  experience  (observation  and  hunting)  will  be  degraded 
to  some  degree  by  overflight  noise,  although  these  impacts  can  be  reduced  by  operational 
scheduling  to  minimize  disturbance  on  weekends  and  during  hunting  seasons. 

Uolarid  Game 
Management  Goal: 

-~Sagt  Grouse  Protect  and  enhance  sage  grouse  habitat. 

Upgrade  data  on  seasonal  distribution  and  abundance. 

Increase  hunting  opportunity, 

-Chukar  Partridge  Improve  water  sources  and  riparian  areas  in  chukar  habitat 

Conclusion:  Although  there  is  negligible  risk  to  chukar  partridge,  sage  grouse 
objectives  are  unlikely  to  be  attainable  under  this  proposal  without  mitigation.  Rationale: 

(1)  Increased  human  access  for  threat  emitter  maintenance  and  range  management 
activities  will  result  in  increased  fire  risk  and  increased  risk  of  invasion  by 
undesirable  plant  species,  degrading  and  fragmenting  critical  habitats. 

(2)  Disturbance  may  adversely  impact  reproduction,  either  through  lek  abandonment  or 
nest  abandonment. 

(3)  Populations  are  currently  in  decline  west-wide  due  in  part  to  low  population 
recruitment,  magnifying  the  effect  of  adverse  population  impacts  associated  with 
range  development  actions. 

Appropriate  mitigation  to  offset  impacts  of  this  range  proposal  would  include  (1)  a 
commitment  from  the  Air  Force  to  an  aggressive  program  of  wildfire  control  and  range 
restoration  featuring  timely  re -establishment  of  native  vegetation.  (2)  establishment  of  a 
native  plant  nursery  to  provide  a  readily  available  source  of  seed  for  re-establishment  of 
native  vegetation,  and  (3)  financial  assistance  to  help  support  research  on  range  impacts 
on  sage  grouse  populations. 
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If  this  intent  is  carried  forward  end  incorporated  into  the  Record  of  Decision,  then  this 
commitment  addresses  IDFG  concerns  for  bighorn  sheep  protection  and  preservation  under 
existing  Military  Operating  Airspace. 

The  letter  from  Brigadier  General  Peek  also  states: 

Any  final  decision  for  enhanced  training  would  also  include  mitigation  for  adverse 
wildlife  impaca. 

The  Fish  and  Game  Commission  believes  that  this  commitment  by  the  Air  Force  will  include 
specific  measures  to  assess  fish  and  wildlife  impacre  associated  with  training  range  development 
and  operation,  and  to  provide  mitigation  for  adverse  impacts  identified.  Although  the  EIS 
identifies  substantial  emphasis  on  mitigating  impact  “by  avoidance  of  high  risk  areas"  (EIS  p. 
ES-4),  the  IDFG  believes  that  every  effort  should  be  made  to  avoid  adverse  impacts  whenever 
possible;  whenever  complete  avoidance  is  not  possible,  adverse  impacts  should  be  reduced  to  an 
absolute  minimum,  and  mitigation  means  replacement  (near  the  impacted  site  and  featuring  the 
same  kind  of  resource;  i.e.,  ‘on-site'  and  ‘in-kind’)  of  values  lost  Standard  nationwide 
methodologies  are  employed.  Critical  component  parts  of  this  commitment  to  mitigation,  as 
understood  by  the  Idaho  Fish  and  Game  Commission,  include: 

1.  Provide  funding  to  complete  an  analysis' of  adverse  impacts-  using  standard 
methodologies  (i.e.,  Habitat  Evaluation  Procedures); 

2.  Establish  Air  Force  protocols  to  minimize  or  eliminate  adverse  impacts,  such  as  those 
associated  with  coorruction.  operation,  and  maintenance  of  the  mage; 

3.  Identify,  and  esrablisa  if  necessary,  a  pool  of  resources  (funding,  man-power,  seed, 
etc.)  sufficient  to  ensure  prompt  remediation  of  lands  (using  site-adapted  native  plant 
species)  and  wildlife  resources  damaged  by  military  activities  (such  as 

wildfire);  and 

4.  Establish  a  policy  a  implement  all  remediation  on  the  ground  as  soon  as  possible. 
Obvious  candidates  for  mitigation  include  the  nondrop  target  site  and  the  two  emitter  rites 
proposed  that  do  contain  important  wildlife  habitat  (EIS  p.  2-78.). 

If  this  intent  is  carried forward  and  incorporated  into  the  Record  of  Decision,  then  this 
commitment  addresses  many  IDFG  concerns  for  habitat  protection  and  preservation  associated 
with  direct  manipulation  of  wildlife  habitat,  wildfire,  and  irrvasion  of  undesirable  plant  species 
associated  with  range  enhancement  activities. 

Concerns  identified  by  IDFG  but  not  addressed  by  Brigadier  General  Peck  include  the  following: 

Expansion  of  MO  A  airspace  northward  over  Big  and  Little  Jack  creeks,  with  associated 
adverse  impaca  to  outdoor  recreation  that  were  not  analyzed  In  the  EIS. 


ETICotnmena  00^0^4 

July  18, 1997 
Page  14 

Immeta  on  Associated  Recreation  Recreational  opportunity  cannot  be  maintained  at 
current  levels,  and  certainly  aot  increased,  if  populations  continue  to  decline.  The 
recreational  hunting  experience  will  be  degraded  to  some  degree  by  overflight  noise, 
although  these  impacts  can  be  reduced  by  operational  scheduling  to  minimize  disturbance 
on  weekends  and  during  hunting  seasons. 

Nonsramt  Soecies 

Management  Goal:  Protect  identified  critical  habitat  tisr  aengame  species,  with  particular 
emphasis  on  threatened  and  endangered  species  and  Idaho  Species  of 
Special  Concern.  Species  that  deserve  special  attention  include  green- 
tailed  towfaee,  loggerhead  shrike,  sage  sparrow.  Brewer’s  sparrow,  gray 
flycaicher,  and  a  number  of  raptors  (i.e..  hawks  and  eagles). 

ronelurion:  Localized  losses  are  inevitable  as  critical  sagebrush  habitats  are  modified  or 
destroyed.  Some  raptors  may  be  blinded  by  use  of  non-eye-safe  lasers.  Losses  are 
•unlikely  to  affect  population  status,  provided  that  Alternative  Dor  Bis  selected ,  and  an 
aggressive  wildfire  control  program  is  adopted  that  incorporates  rapid-response 
aircraft  and  is  coupled  with  a  commitment  to  rapid  rehabilitation  of  damaged  sites 
using  site-adapted  native  vegetation. 

lmnaett  on  A^tociated  Recreation  Recreational  opportunity  (birtl  watching)  can  be 
maintained  at  current  levels  and  far  exceeds  demand.  The  outdoor  recreational 
experience  will  be  degraded  to  some  degree  by  overflight  noise. 

Comparison  of  Altcrnitjvtt 

None  of  the  range  development  alternatives  is  completely  benign  to  Idaho's  fish  and  wildfire 
resources.  Each  involves  somewhat  different  potential  impacts.  .After  evaluation  of  potential 
environmental  impacts,  IDFG  ranks  the  various  iction  alternatives  from  'east  to  greatest  impact 
on  naruial  resources  as: 

Alternative  A  (No  action)  This  alternative  maintains  current  practices  in  Owyhee 
County  and  does  not  increase  Military  Operating  .Airspace. 

Alternative  D  (Juniper  Burte)  This  Alternative,  coupled  with  ( l )  commitments  ror 
avoidance  of  critical  bighorn  sheep  lambing  areas  April  15- June  15.  (2)  a 
commitment  to  mitigation  for  damages  to  wildlife  and  wildlife  habitat,  (3)  an 
aggressive  program  of  wildfire  management  and  range  rehabilitation,  and  (4) 
increased  monitoring  of  bighorn  sheep  herds,  will  have  ±e  fewest  adverse  Impacts  on 
wildlife  and  recreation.  Sage  grouse  populations  will  likely  continue  to  decline,  and 
recreational  opportunities  will  be  degraded. 

Alternative  B  (Cover  Butte)  This  Alternative  is  very  similar  to  Alternative  D  but  has 
somewhat  reduced  potential  impacts  on  sage  grouse.  This  .Alternative,  coupled  with 
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(l)  commitments  for  •voidance  of  critical  bighorn  sheep  lambing  areas  April  15-June 
15,  (2)  a  commitment  to  mitigation  for  damages  to  wildlife  and  wildlife  habitat,  (3)  an 
aggressive  program  of  wildfire  management  and  range  rehabilitation,  and  (4) 
increased  monitoring  of  bighorn  sheep  herds,  will  have  few  adverse  impacts  on 
wildlife  and  recreation.  Sage  grouse  populations  will  likely  continue  to  decline,  and 
recreational  opportunities  will  be  degraded. 

Alternative  C  (Grasmere)  Alternative  C  has  significant  adverse  impacts  on  wildlife  not 
associated  with  Alternatives  D  or  B.  Even  when  coupled  with  the  commitments 
identified  above,  .Alternative  C  results  in-significant  risks  to  wintering  mule  deer,  sage 
grouse,  nongame  wildlife,  and  recreational  opportunities  associated  with  hunting  and 
with  fisherman  use  of  Grasmere  Reservoir. 

Agreements  and  Understanding  _ 

If  an  actio  ^alternative  is  selected,  the  tDFG  wishes  to  continue  cooperative  efforts  regarding  tisti 
and  wildlife  management  with  the  Air  Force  through  updating  and  expanding  the  Cooperartve 
Agreement  for  the  Protection  Development,  and  Management  of  Hsh  and  Wildlife  Resources  at 
Saylor  Creek  Air  Force  Range  (April  5,  1993,  as  updated)  and  the  Memorandum  of 
Understanding  between,  the  United  States  Air  Force'and  Idaho  Department  ofFUh  and  Came 
(March  4, 1996)  which  establishes  a  Natural  Resources  Council.  Responsibilities  of  the  Natural 
Resources  Council  should  be  expanded  to  provide  an  interagency  forum  to  evaluate  and  make 
recommendations  on  range  development  and  management  decisions.  This  group  should  be 
officially  chartered  under  Federal  Advisory  Committee  Act  (FACA)  guidelines. 

It  may  also  be  appropriate  to  jointly  establish  a  ctiren’s  range  recommendation  committee  to 
establish  a  forum  for  the  public  to  review  and  comment  on  range  management  derisions. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  proposed  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho 
Environmental  Impact  Statement 


Stephen  Pljdealey 
Director 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 
Lower  Snake  River  District 
Boise  Field  Office 
3948  Development  Avenue 
Boise.  Idaho  83705-53*9 


Colonel  fad  Pern 
HO  tiSAF'XOOA.  Room  5C  1 000 
U80  Air  Force  Pertijon 
WMhinfton.  OC  :03M)-UJ0 


The  lower  Snak*  River  Resocxe  Advisory  Council  iRAO  appeecieiev  the  opportunity  to  provide  comment*  on 
the  C.S  Air  force  Cnhinced  Training  m  Idaho  lETh  Oral*  Env ironmenul  Impact  Statement  VVr  #l*o  appreciate 
the  time  you  took  to  answer  oteuiont  it  our  lajt  meeting 

The  Council  is  composed  of  1 5  member*  who  reprevent  diverse  publ-c  land  user*  and  interests  Our  member 
include  representatives  of  scientific,  grapnj.  riming.  recreation,  historic  cultural  resources  the  Shoshone  Paiutc 
Tribes,  environment!!  protection,  elected  official  and  other  public  land  constituent*.  Our  primary  rote  is  to  advise 
the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  on  public  land  miragetrten  issues  in  southwest  Idaho  in  this  role  we  are  the 
primary  atTcctcd  RAC  for  the  Enhanced  Training  ,n  Idaho  proposal 

In  this  capacity,  the  Council  met  July  7th  to  diwu  (he  ETI  proposal  and  preliminary  RAC  recommendations  for 
comment  The  Council  t*  very  interested  in  provicmj  thoughtful  comment  I  on  many  aspects  of  the  ETI 
proposal  \V>  hope  rn  pmvide  the  Air  Fore  and  DIM  with  specific  recommendations  by  reviewing  the  DEIS 
Th;v  «  not  an  easy  «<k  The  DEIS  is  a  very  br;e.  cumbersome  document  and  many  of  the  supporting  scientific 
documents  are  hx-aied  outside  of  the  State  of  Idaho 

Tie  Council  would  like  to  Vi»<  the  comment  period  on  the  DEIS  exierdrC  a  minimum  uf  I  III  days.  VVc  feel  an 
estertMon  n  ncce<sar\  to  give  u«  adequate  time  io  evaluate  the  DEIS  and  any  additional  «■  entitle  documents 
Tlio  Council  would  also  tike  to  review  BLM's  comments  prior  to  moving  any  recommendations  and  an  evten don 
would  enable  u<  to  do  tins  as  welt. 

Thank  sou  for  the  opponuniiv  10  provide  eommer'i  an  the  ETI  proposal  We  look  forward  to  your  reply  anj 
continued  constructive  dialog  on  thi*  important  regional  and  national  isjue 


Chairman  lower  Snake  Rive 
Resource  Advisory  Council 

ec  BIM  Idaho  State  Director 
LSAFBLM 
R.  O  Bov  J20 
Boise.  ID  lJ70t0}2<> 
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(Hi  IDAHO  FISH  AND  GAME  COMMISSION 

rw  600  South  Walnut  •  Box  25  •  Boise.  Idaho  31707-0025  •  208-334-3700 


Saney  Hadlry  Halve 
PaaSaadt*  #rf  wn 
SandpooU.  Idaho 

Ktuh  CarUvh 
Clfrwttf  Refien 
Lr-ijron.  Idaho 


fndL  Woorf  VO 
Maf*  Valky  Rcffij* 
f O'Sri.  Idaho 

Jack  L  troy)  9'o~* 
Suathaau  ktyton 
Soda  Spriap.  Idaho 

It If  Stddoaay 
Vpptr  Saakt  Ktfioa 
Ttt'tiox  Idaho 


August  4,  1997 


U.S.  Air  Force/Bureau  of  Land  Management 

P.O.  Box  329 

Boise,  Idaho  83702-0329 

Re:  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho  E.I.S. 

Dear  Reviewers: 

The  Idaho  Fish  end  Came  Commission  endorsed  and 
forvarded  the  Department's  analysis  of  the 
alternatives  contained  in  the  subject  E1S  on  July  18, 
1997,  Although  included  in  the  analysis,  we  would 
like  to  highlight  the  importance  of  the  following 
subjects . 

Access  to  public  lands  is  an  important  issue  and 
was  identified  as  such  in  the  scoping  process. 

However,  this  concern  was  not  addressed  in  the  EIS. 

We  urge  that  access  to  public  lends  be  maintained  to 
provide  a  maximum  variety  of  wildlife  associated 
recreational  opportunles. 

A  major  component  of  the  unique  quality  of 
hunting  in  renote  Owyhee  County  is  solitude.  We 
strongly  recommend  that  every  effort  be  made  to 
coordinate  scheduled  training  activities  to  ainimize 
noise  and  other  effects  during  periods  of  peak  hunting 
use. 

Thank  you  for  your  consideration  of  these 
important  matters. 


John  E.  Bums 
Chairman 


cc:  Director 

Commissioners 
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GE-11  Thank  you  for  your  letter  during  the  public  comment  period  for  the 

draft  environmental  impact  statement  for  the  Enhanced  Training  in 
Idaho  (ETI)  proposal.  Public  involvement  is  an  important  part  of  the 
National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  process.  You  and  many 
others  can  be  proud  that  your  participation  and  comments  have 
become  part  of  the  record  and  will  contribute  to  the  decisionmaking 
process. 

In  the  past  two  years,  the  Air  Force  has  sought  to  ensure  that  new 
airspace  and  range  proposals  balance  Air  Force  training 
requirements  with  the  important  missions  of  other  federal  and  state 
agencies  and  the  interests  of  Native  Americans,  environmentalists, 
recreationalists,  and  other  members  of  the  public.  The  Air  Force 
added  a  new  alternative  to  their  proposal  as  a  result  of  comments 
received  during  the  scoping  process.  NEPA  legislation  was  enacted 
to  give  the  public  just  such  an  opportunity  to  get  involved  in  agency 
decisionmaking. 

Thank  you  for  your  interest  in  the  environmental  impact  analysis 
process  for  this  and  other  initiatives. 

GE-2  Thank  you  for  your  letter  during  the  public  comment  period  for  the 

draft  environmental  impact  statement  (DEIS)  for  the  Enhanced 
Training  in  Idaho  (ETI)  proposal.  Public  involvement  is  an 
important  part  of  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA) 
process.  You  and  many  others  can  be  proud  that  your  participation 
and  comments  have  become  part  of  the  record  and  will  contribute  to 
the  decisionmaking  process. 

Specific  responses  to  your  environmental  questions  are  presented 
below. 

GE-3  Thank  you  for  your  letter  which  was  received  during  the  public 

comment  period  for  the  draft  environmental  impact  statement  for  the 
ETI  proposal.  Your  comments  and  involvement  in  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  process  contribute  to  an  informed 
decisionmaking  process. 

One  of  the  major  points  in  your  letter  is  the  Idaho  Department  of 
Fish  and  Game  (IDFG)  trapping  and  transplanting  (translocation) 
program  of  California  bighorn  sheep  from  the  Owyhee  River  herd  in 
southwestern  Idaho. 


1  This  response  is  given  on  any  letter  that  does  not  have  a  bracket. 
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This  program  of  translocating  California  bighorn  sheep  from  the 
Owyhee  Canyonlands  to  other  areas  with  adequate  suitable  habitat 
is  endorsed  by  the  Air  Force  as  a  means  of  expanding  the 
distribution  and  population  of  this  majestic  sub-species.  However, 
translocation  programs  must  be  implemented  in  a  manner  that  does 
not  jeopardize  the  continued  viability  of  the  source  herd  (Owyhee 
River  herd).  Previously,  California  bighorn  sheep  were  translocated 
from  the  Chilcotin,  B.C.  herd  to  areas  in  the  western  U.S.  In  fact,  the 
Chilcotin,  B.C.  herd  was  the  source  for  the  original  transplant  (re- 
introduction)  of  California  bighorn  sheep  back  to  southwestern 
Idaho.  Unfortunately,  in  1991,  translocations  from  the  Chilcotin,  B.C. 
herd  were  terminated  and  the  Owyhee  River  herd  became  the  only 
source  for  translocations  of  California  bighorn  sheep. 


In  December  1993,  IDFG  trapped  and  translocated  105  sheep  from 
the  Owyhee  River  herd.  During  that  operation,  25  sheep  (of  which 
22  were  adult  ewes)  were  translocated  to  Nevada,  35  sheep  (of  which 
30  were  adult  ewes)  to  Oregon,  and  45  sheep  (of  which  38  were  adult 
ewes)  were  released  in  the  Bruneau\Jarbidge\Big  Cottonwood  areas 
in  Idaho.  The  removal  of  90  adult  ewes  represented  a  reduction  of  22 
percent  of  the  adult  ewe  segment  of  the  Owyhee  River  herd  based  on 
the  spring  1993  population  survey.  This  situation,  when  coupled 
with  low  lamb:ewe  ratios  in  spring  1993  (20  lambs  per  100  ewes),  led 
to  decreased  recruitment  into  the  Owyhee  River  herd  in  1994. 
Consequently,  the  1994  spring  population  survey  indicated  a 
dramatic  decline  in  sheep  numbers  for  this  herd.  Therefore,  IDFG 
suspended  the  translocation  program  for  California  bighorn  sheep 
until  subsequent  surveys  indicate  a  population  level  sufficient  to 
withstand  additional  translocations. 


In  their  1995  Bighorn  Sheep  Job  Progress  Report,  IDFG  identified  a 
number  of  potential  environmental  and  external  factors  that  may 
have  contributed  to  the  population  decline.  Drought  in  1992  and 
deep  snow  in  the  winter  of  1992-93  may  have  contributed  to  low 
lamb:ewe  ratios.  The  removal  of  90  adult  ewes  directly  reduced  the 
population  and  indirectly  affected  the  population  by  removing  the 
lambs  that  these  ewes  would  have  produced  in  spring  1994.  Density 
dependent  population  regulation  may  have  contributed  to  the 
decline  in  1994.  Poor  forage  quality  and/or  productivity,  as  a  carry 
over  from  the  1992  drought,  may  have  contributed  to  the  decline. 

The  dramatic  decline  in  the  Owyhee  River  herd  in  1994  was  mirrored 
at  the  adjacent  herds  in  the  Little  Jacks  Creek  herd  and  across  the 
border  in  Oregon.  In  southeastern  Oregon,  the  Oregon  Department 
of  Fish  and  Wildlife  (ODFW)  surveys  yielded  counts  of  138 
California  bighorn  sheep  upstream  from  Rome,  OR  in  March  1993 
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and  only  94  in  March  1994.  The  herd  has  stabilized  currently  with 
1997  surveys  counting  95  sheep  upstream  from  Rome,  OR. 

The  influence  of  military  training  activities  on  the  California  bighorn 
sheep  population  is  unknown.  Since  California  bighorn  sheep  were 
reintroduced  in  southwestern  Idaho  in  1963,  the  herd  has  been 
overflown  by  military  aircraft  conducting  training  missions.  The 
herd  increased  from  the  original  19  sheep  to  a  peak  count  of  753 
sheep  in  1991. 

Huntable  populations  of  bighorn  sheep  have  occupied  habitat  under 
existing  Air  Force  MO  As  in  Nevada  and  Arizona  for  years.  These 
populations  provide  consumptive  recreational  opportunities  in  areas 
of  high  Air  Force  training  activities. 

Another  major  point  in  your  letter  is  the  scheduling  changes  that 
Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base  (Mountain  Home  AFB) 
implemented  to  seasonally  avoid  critical  lambing  areas  in  Owyhee 
County  in  1995  and  1996.  Your  Foundation  (FNAWS)  and  IDFG 
requested  these  scheduling  changes  to  the  Wing  Commander  at 
Mountain  Home  AFB.  Mountain  Home  AFB  accommodated  these 
requests  as  a  commitment  to  their  Good  Neighbor  policy.  This 
request  was  not  conveyed  to  Mountain  Home  AFB  in  1997.  The 
effectiveness  of  these  scheduling  changes  for  bighorn  sheep 
populations  is  unknown.  However,  the  Air  Force  welcomes  any 
additional  study  results  that  pertain  to  jet  overflight  effects  on 
bighorn  sheep. 

The  Air  Force  appreciates  the  opportunity  to  continue  the  dialogue 
established  with  FNAWS  to  discuss  issues  of  mutual  concern. 


General 
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0362  PR-1 

1083 

1107 

1135 

1146 

1170 


0975  PR-2 

8019 


0243  0975  PR-3 

0293  1096 

0343  8019 


The  Scientific  Assessment  of  the  Interior  Columbia  Basin  was  in 
progress  at  the  time  the  Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho  (ETI)  proposal 
and  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS)  were  being 
developed.  Although  there  was  no  direct  coordination  at  that  time, 
review  of  the  Scientific  Assessment  indicates  that  the  ETI  proposal  is 
not  inconsistent  with  the  objectives  being  developed  for  the  Interior 
Columbia  Basin.  Each  of  the  ETI  Alternatives  were  developed  in 
such  a  fashion  to  minimize  the  areas  of  disturbance  and  potential 
impact.  The  preferred  alternative  includes  strategies  to  support 
ecological  integrity  noted  in  the  Interior  Columbia  Basin  study.  ETI 
mitigation  strategies  relates  to  influences  on  vegetative  patterns, 
disruption  of  hydrologic  regimes,  expansion  of  exotics,  fire  severity 
and  frequency,  and  increases  in  bare  soils.  The  Air  Force  will 
continue  to  consult  with  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  to 
ensure  ETI  maintains  consistency  with  the  Interior  Columbia  Basin 
efforts  to  the  extent  practicable  while  meeting  primary  mission 
needs. 

The  public  hearings  for  the  DEIS  were  designed  and  conducted  to 
allow  all  commentors  to  participate  in  conformance  with  (National 
Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA),  Council  on  Environmental 
Quality  (CEQ)  (40  CFR  1506.10),  and  Air  Force  and  BLM  regulations 
(43  CFR  1610.2[e]).  At  the  hearings,  each  commentor  had  three 
minutes  to  provide  substantive  verbal  comments  on  the  DEIS.  After 
all  who  desired  had  participated,  commentors  could  come  back  to 
make  further  comments  if  desired.  All  verbal  comments  were 
recorded  and  considered.  In  addition,  comments  could  be  made 
directly  on  computers,  in  handwritten  form,  dictated  to  an  additional 
court  recorder,  or  submitted  as  already  prepared  written  comments 
for  the  record.  The  hearing  officer  allowed  individuals  to  present 
oral  comments  at  multiple  hearings  and  where  time  allowed, 
individuals  could  also  provide  additional  oral  comments  at  the  end 
of  a  session.  Although  a  90-day  comment  period  is  specified  in  BLM 
regulations,  the  public  also  had  the  opportunity  to  submit  comments 
by  mail  during  the  123-day  comment  period. 

The  public  comment  period  of  123-days,  which  ended  September  8, 
1997,  exceeded  NEPA,  CEQ,  Air  Force,  and  BLM  regulations. 


0243  PR-4 

8019 

8032 


In  accordance  with  CEQ  regulations,  the  Air  Force  distributed  copies 
of  the  DEIS  to  libraries  and  other  public  repositories  so  that 
individuals  who  had  not  indicated  an  interest  in  receiving  the 
documents  had  access  to  those  documents.  Appendix  B,  Volume  in 
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8120  PR-5 


0927  PR-6 

8039 

8040 


0997  PR-7 


1136  PR-8 

8039 


8039  PR-9 


of  this  EIS  summarizes  the  public  involvement  process.  Through  the 
scoping  meetings,  as  well  as  three  newsletters,  the  Air  Force  solicited 
names  and  addresses  of  individuals  and  organizations  interested  in 
receiving  newsletters  as  well  as  a  copy  of  the  DEIS,  Community 
Report,  or  both.  The  resulting  list  of  those  respondents  indicating 
their  interest  in  receiving  such  documentation  was  used  to  develop  a 
mailing  list.  Seven  newspaper  advertisements  were  also  issued 
listing  the  54  repositories  in  Idaho  and  13  in  other  states  where  the 
public  could  read  the  DEIS.  For  those  who  requested  the  DEIS  after 
the  public  comment  period  had  begun,  copies  were  mailed  as  soon  as 
possible. 

Section  2.1.2  describes  the  process  of  identifying  candidate 
alternatives.  A  total  of  11  candidates  were  examined,  including  three 
sites  within  and  southeast  of  SCR.  These  sites  were  not  carried 
forward  for  further  analysis  primarily  due  to  their  proximity  to  SCR 
and  the  limitations  this  would  cause  to  aircraft  operations. 

Through  the  NEPA  process,  the  public  has  numerous  opportunities 
to  help  shape  proposals  and  influence  decisionmaking  for  a  project. 
While  public  comments  under  NEPA  are  not  a  "vote"  on  whether  to 
proceed  or  not  with  a  proposed  action,  substantive  comments  on  this 
EIS  can  and  do  influence  the  decision  and  the  final  outcome.  If  any 
future  actions  were  to  be  contemplated,  the  NEPA  process  for  those 
actions  would  also  provide  for  public  input. 

Funding  for  the  proposed  range  would  be  obtained  through  the  Air 
Force  planning,  programming  and  budget  process.  Requests  for 
funding  to  build  and  operate  the  range  would  be  submitted  to 
Congress  as  part  of  the  Department  of  Defense  (DoD)  budget.  If 
Congress  approves  the  budget,  the  Air  Force  would  commence  with 
construction  and  training  activities. 

According  to  NEPA  and  CEQ  regulations,  NEPA  documentation, 
such  as  an  EIS,  is  prepared  in  order  to  make  environmental 
information  "available  to  public  officials  and  citizens  before  decisions 
are  made  and  before  actions  are  taken."  It  "is  intended  to  help  public 
officials  make  decisions  that  are  based  on  an  understanding  of 
environmental  consequences." 

Scoping  during  the  ETI  process  achieved  its  goal  to  obtain  public 
comment,  determine  the  scope  of  analysis,  identify  significant  issues, 
and  define  other  alternatives  for  this  EIS.  Neither  NEPA,  CEQ 
regulations,  nor  Air  Force  Instructions  specify  a  requirement  for  the 
format  of  scoping  meetings.  Scoping  can  range  from  simply  talking 
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0226  PR-10 

0792 


8126  PR-11 


0807  1157  PR-12 

0903  1162 

0914  1163 

0915  1181 

0941  8078 

0963 
1001 
1002 
1014 


0243  PR-13 

0640 

0848 

8019 


to  agencies  and  interested  members  of  the  public  to  holding 
meetings. 

Under  the  Engle  Act,  Congress  must  approve  such  a  withdrawal. 
Section  1.4.2  explains  the  land  withdrawal  process.  An  act  of 
Congress  is  not  necessarily  required  to  create  a  range.  However, 
more  than  5,000  acres  of  public  lands  would  be  withdrawn  for 
military  use  under  ETI,  so  the  Engle  Act  would  apply.  The  Air  Force 
ROD,  this  EIS,  and  the  BLM's  Summary  of  Findings  and 
Recommendations  will  be  sent  forward  to  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior.  Legislation  for  the  proposed  withdrawal  will  be  prepared 
and  presented  to  Congress  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  if 
appropriate. 

The  five  studies  referred  to  in  your  letter  were  reviewed  for  general 
information,  however,  they  did  not  provide  a  specific  citation  within 
the  document.  Therefore,  these  studies  were  not  included  in  the 
reference  section  of  this  EIS. 

This  EIS  has  been  prepared  in  accordance  with  the  NEPA  to  analyze 
potential  environmental  consequences.  It  also  has  been  prepared  to 
meet  the  requirements  of  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management 
Act  (FLPMA)  and  its  associated  regulations  for  public  land 
withdrawals.  This  EIS  includes  analyses  of  the  potential 
environmental  consequences  that  the  four  alternatives  may  have  on 
environmental  resources  both  cumulatively  and  individually. 
Environmental  resources  addressed  include  all  those  identified 
during  scoping  and  as  a  result  of  Air  Force  review.  This  EIS 
addresses  airspace,  noise,  safety,  hazardous  materials,  earth 
resources,  water  resources,  air  quality,  biological  resources,  cultural 
resources,  land  use,  recreation  and  visual  resources,  and 
socioeconomics. 

Should  accidents  or  damage  occur  on  or  near  the  proposed  range,  the 
Wing  Commander  at  Mountain  Home  AFB  has  the  responsibility  for 
providing  immediate  response.  The  organization  involved  for  the 
property  involved  (e.g.,  aircraft,  vehicles,  etc.)  would  then  take  the 
lead  for  investigation,  the  incident,  and  determining  a  course  of 
action.  The  Wing  Commander  and  Mountain  Home  AFB  would 
continue  to  provide  local  support  throughout  the  investigation. 
Ultimately,  the  Chief  of  Staff  of  the  Air  Force  has  the  authority  and 
responsibility  for  safety  related  incidents  involving  all  Air  Force 
activities.  To  report  potential  issues,  individuals  can  contact  the 
Public  Affairs  office  or  the  Airspace  Manager  at  Mountain  Home 
AFB,  ID. 
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PR-14  Changing  world  situations  and  shifts  in  the  strategies  for  national 

defense  defined  by  the  President  and  Congress  dictate  the  training 
activities  and  support  needs  for  all  armed  services.  Should,  in  the 
future,  such  changes  and  shifts  alter  the  training  requirements,  the 
Air  Force  would  evaluate  possible  options  to  fulfill  those 
requirements.  Such  changes  could  mean  a  removal  or  reduction  of  a 
range,  as  occurred  when  DoD  returned  over  300,000  acres  of  the  old 
SCR  to  the  public  in  1963.  In  all  cases,  proposed  future  changes 
would  undergo  NEPA  analysis,  including  public  comment. 

PR-15  No  future  alteration  of  ranges,  airspace,  or  emitter  sites  is 

contemplated  other  than  that  proposed  in  this  EIS.  However,  should 
the  Air  Force  propose  to  alter  any  of  these  in  the  future,  appropriate 
action  would  be  taken  in  accordance  with  the  requirements  of  NEPA, 
with  the  involvement  of  appropriate  government  agencies  and 
public. 

PR-16  Preparation  of  this  EIS  is  an  important  step  in  the  Environmental 

Impact  Analysis  Process  (EIAP).  Each  step  in  the  EIAP  has  been 
conducted  with  a  careful,  systematic  approach.  Each  public  and 
agency  comment  was  rigorously  reviewed  and  studied  in  detail  to 
prepare  the  appropriate  response.  Responses  in  each  resource  and 
issue  area  were  prepared  and  reviewed  by  the  interdisciplinary  team 
comprised  of  Air  Force,  BLM,  state  representatives,  and  resource 
analysts.  Each  response  represents  a  thorough  review  of  the  issue 
and  is  comprised  of  the  best  information  available. 

PR-17  FA  A  approval  is  contingent  upon  meeting  environmental,  safety,  and 

flight  operational  requirements.  The  FAA  must  evaluate  any 
airspace  proposal  using  its  own  procedures  dictated  by  federal  law. 

PR-18  The  majority  of  citations  used  in  this  EIS  can  be  found  in  peer- 

reviewed  journals  or  government  documents  (in  the  Federal 
Repository  section)  available  at  universities  or  accessed  from  public 
libraries  through  the  Inter-library  Loan  program.  A  few  of  the 
citations  (Ph.  D.  dissertations,  MS  theses,  state  natural  resource 
agency  documents)  are  available  through  Inter-library  Loan  or  by 
contacting  the  respective  agencies.  Most  of  these  references  were 
available  at  the  offices  of  SAIC  during  the  public  comment  period. 

PR-19  The  366th  Wing  currently  obtains  composite  wing  training  (CWT)  at 

Nellis  Air  Force  Range,  NV  and  the  Utah  Test  and  Training  Range 
(UTTR).  The  Air  Force  has  compared  the  current  training  program 
with  that  associated  with  the  proposed  range  to  determine  die 
change  in  flying  hours.  A  typical  training  sortie  for  an  F-16C  to 
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UTTR  without  refueling  lasts  about  1  hour  and  40  minutes  and 
allows  for  only  15  minutes  of  actual  training.  With  the  same  fuel 
load,  an  F-16C  pilot  could  receive  26  minutes  of  actual  training  by 
flying  a  1  hour  and  4  minute  sortie  using  the  range  facilities  proposed 
for  ETI.  Refueling  would  extend  the  length  of  the  sortie,  but  even  a 
refueled  aircraft  would  receive  only  half  as  much  training  at  UTTR  as 
it  would  at  the  proposed  range. 

9010  PR-20  The  Air  Force  has  coordinated  with  Owyhee  County  throughout  the 

EIAP  and  will  continue  to  do  so. 

1183  PR-21  The  Air  Force  is  the  lead  agency  for  ETI,  and  BLM  is  a  cooperating 

agency.  As  lead  agency,  the  Air  Force  has  the  responsibility  for 
government  to  government  relations  with  the  Shoshone-Paiute 
Tribes.  Section  1.4.4  of  this  EIS  describes  the  Air  Force's  government 
to  government  activities  and  Shoshone-Paiute  Tribal  and  individual 
concerns  raised  during  these  meetings  are  presented  in  this  EIS  for 
each  environmental  resource. 

1131  1192  PR-22  Cumulative  impact  analyses  were  prepared  in  accordance  with 

1181  NEPA  and  CEQ  guidelines.  Special  attention  was  given  to  including 

1191  cumulative  environmental  considerations  from  ground  disturbance, 

human  presence,  and  operations  into  die  planning  process  as  early  as 
possible  to  improve  decisions.  The  Air  Force  sought  to  develop 
partnerships  with  both  federal  and  non-federal  stakeholders  early  in 
the  planning  process  to  improve  communication  and  avoid  impacts 
wherever  possible.  As  described  in  this  EIS,  this  included  meeting 
with  state  and  BLM  representatives,  ranchers,  Shoshone-Paiute  tribal 
members,  public  organizations,  and  interested  parties  to  identify 
their  concerns  and  plan  project  elements  to  avoid  impacts.  For 
example,  more  than  50  potential  emitter  and  no-drop  sites  were 
evaluated  and  of  those,  20  with  potential  to  impact  sensitive 
biological,  cultural,  recreational,  or  ranching  resources  were  avoided. 
As  another  example,  existing  roads  were  proposed  to  be  upgraded 
where  possible  to  protect  habitats  from  fragmentation. 

The  potential  for  cumulative  impacts  that  could  come  from  different 
elements  of  the  ETI  were  specifically  addressed  in  this  EIS,  for 
example,  potential  impacts  to  each  biological  resource  addressed 
ground  disturbance  impacts  from  construction  and  operation  and 
noise  from  human  presence  and  from  overflights.  In  addition,  the 
cumulative  implications  of  project  created  ground  disturbance,  noise, 
vibration,  visual,  and  access  intrusions  to  cultural  resources  were 
specified  in  this  EIS  analysis. 


Process 


465 


Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho  Final  EIS 


Comment  # 


Response  # 


Response 


0293  1135  PR-23 

0739  1146 

0770  1148 

0807  1155 

0883  1168 

0903  1178 

1083  1205 

1132  1207 

1099  PR-24 


1131  PR-25 


1179  PR-26 


Sections  on  each  environmental  resource,  as  well  as  a  separate 
cumulative  impacts  section,  address  the  cumulative  effects.  Where 
cause-and-effect  relationships  could  not  be  documented  or 
quantified,  qualitative  evaluation  was  incorporated  in  this  EIS. 
Additional  cumulative  impact  summaries  are  presented  for  each 
potentially  affected  environmental  resource  in  Chapter  4  of  this  EIS. 

Since  the  366th  is  the  manager  of  the  airspace  and  range,  it  would 
schedule  and  oversee  all  users.  All  restrictions,  procedures,  and  rules 
are  provided  to  aircrews  in  all  branches  of  the  military  in  advance 
and  when  they  schedule  use  (also  see  Response  #  DP-30). 


Under  NEPA  and  CEQ  guidelines,  the  analysis  accounted  for 
foreseeable  short  and  long-term  effects  that  are  presented  for  each 
resource  area  in  Chapter  4.  Section  5.0  describes  irreversible  and 
irretrievable  commitments  of  resources. 

All  actions  that  could  have  reasonably  foreseeable  future  effects  are 
presented  in  this  EIS.  No  additional  withdrawals  are  contemplated. 
Should  circumstances  change,  and  the  Air  Force  identify  a  need  to 
proposes  changes,  they  would  be  assessed  under  NEPA.  The 
proposal  presented  in  this  EIS  represent  the  elements  that  would 
form  a  basis  for  a  range  management  plan.  Development  of  a  range 
management  plan  prior  to  a  record  of  decision  could  be  considered 
pre-decisional. 

Committing  to  written  agreements  prior  to  the  ROD  would  be  pre- 
decisional  and  inconsistent  with  the  NEPA  process. 
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Section  1.2  and  1.3  of  this  EIS  presents  the  defined  need  for  the 
proposed  action,  including  specific  descriptions  of  training  needs 
and  their  relationship  to  proposed  elements  of  the  ETI.  The  Air 
Force's  four  key  objectives  are  described  in  section  1.2.  The  366th 
Wing  needs  quality  tactical  training  with  adequate  realism. 

Current  local  ranges  do  not  provide  quality  tactical  training 
opportunities.  Also  remote  ranges  fail  to  provide  all  the  elements 
specifically  designed  into  the  ETI  proposal.  The  Air  Force  has 
maintained  persistently  since  the  beddown  of  the  composite  wing, 
in  federal  court  and  to  the  community,  that  a  local  tactical  training 
range  was  needed  for  composite  wing  training,  but  that  the 
composite  wing  did  not  depend  on  local  tactical  training  assets  for 
its  existence.  Mountain  Home  AFB  crews  have  been  able  to  achieve 
adequate  combat  readiness  using  remote  ranges  since  the  beddown 
of  the  wing.  In  contrast,  the  ETI  proposal  will  optimize  the  unique 
training  needs  of  the  366th  Wing. 
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Section  1.3.2.3  of  this  EIS  describes  that  the  366th  Wing  does  use 
and,  should  a  decision  to  develop  the  ETI  be  made,  would  continue 
to  use  remote  ranges  in  Utah  and  Nevada  for  a  specialized 
proportion  of  its  training.  However,  due  to  the  distances  from 
Mountain  Home  AFB  to  these  remote  ranges,  aircrews  from  the 
366th  Wing  receive  between  16  and  25  percent  less  combat  training 
time.  Flight  times  were  computed  by  HQ  Air  Force  Oversight 
Team  in  1995  to  determine  the  effectiveness  of  potential  local 
training  versus  training  at  remote  ranges.  The  times  were  derived 
directly  from  the  Air  Forces  flight  planning  system  used  for  both 
training  and  combat  missions. 

Use  of  other,  even  more  distant  ranges  in  New  Mexico,  Arizona,  or 
elsewhere  would  further  reduce  training  time  and  not  meet  the 
need  to  provide  enhanced  training  local  to  Mountain  Home  AFB. 
Section  1.3.2.3  of  this  EIS  addresses  the  issue  of  remote  ranges. 

Section  1.3.2.3  of  this  EIS  describes  the  reduction  of  combat  training 
time  resulting  from  a  reliance  on  the  use  of  remote  ranges.  This 
information  is  based  on  the  use  of  the  Air  Force's  approved  Flight 
Plan  model  used  throughout  the  world.  No  detailed  fiscal  cost- 
benefit  analysis  for  training  is  required  for  an  EIS. 

A  conventional  range,  as  described  in  section  1. 3.2.1,  refers  to  the 
configuration  of,  and  visual  cues  offered  by,  its  targets.  SCR  is  a 
conventional  range  at  which  no  live  ordnance  has  been  used  since 
its  establishment  more  than  30  years  ago.  The  Air  Force  has  no 
plans  to  use  live  ordnance  at  SCR  or  any  of  the  proposed  ETI 
alternatives. 

The  DEIS  has  been  prepared  in  accordance  with  NEPA  and  CEQ 
regulations,  neither  of  which  establishes  a  requirement  to  consider 
a  national  scope  for  the  proposed  action.  Therefore,  as  presented  in 
section  1.4.1 .5  of  this  EIS,  a  national  needs  assessment  is  beyond  the 
scope  of  what  is  required  for  decisionmaking.  (See  also  PN-15). 


0237  PN-6 
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1020 


Computerized  simulation  is  used  for  training;  however,  more 
realistic  actual  flight  training  is  required  to  ensure  success  during 
armed  conflicts. 
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With  implementation  of  ETI,  the  366th  Wing  would  be  able  to  fly 
about  the  same  number  of  total  sorties  from  Mountain  Home  AFB 
in  local  airspace,  yet,  at  the  same  time,  perform  more  training  and 
sortie-operations.  Because  of  the  effectiveness  of  local,  realistic 
training,  the  need  to  fly  to  remote  ranges  would  decrease  to  a 
greater  degree  than  die  increase  in  local  sorties.  See  Table  2.3-11. 

Section  1. 3.2.3  specifies  details  that  scheduling  is  but  one  of  the 
issues  affecting  quality  training.  More  importantly,  the  reduction 
of  quality,  realistic  training  time  relative  to  finite  flying  hours 
supports  the  need  for  ETI. 

Under  NEPA  and  CEQ  guidelines,  a  fiscal  cost  benefit  analysis  for 
training  is  not  required  for  an  EIS. 


The  extent  to  which  full  combat  realism  can  be  achieved  is  always 
limited  to  some  extent  in  training.  However,  the  proposal  to 
enhance  training  in  Idaho  would  permit  a  greater  degree  of  realism 
than  can  be  attained  at  SCR.  No  plans  have  been  made  to  use  live 
ordnance  on  the  proposed  ETI  range. 

The  unique  366th  Wing  is  the  only  air  expeditionary  wing  in  the 
Air  Force.  The  need  for  a  composite  air  expeditionary  wing  of  this 
type  was  demonstrated  during  the  Gulf  War  and  other 
deployments.  As  the  military  drawdown  continues,  forces  such  as 
the  366th  Wing  are  vested  with  a  greater  share  of  responsibility  for 
the  nation's  defense. 

An  F-16  traveling  at  an  average  airspeed  of  480  knots  would  travel 
9.2  miles  per  minute  as  stated  on  page  4-215  of  the  DEIS.  If  the 
entire  flight  plan  from  Mountain  AFB,  ID  to  UTTR  could  be 
accomplished  at  that  speed  over  a  straight  line  route,  then  the 
travel  time  would  be  about  20  minutes  without  refueling. 

However,  an  actual  flight  plan  would  include  activities  such  as  taxi, 
takeoff,  enroute  under  FAA  control,  maneuvering  in  the  training 
area,  return  under  FAA  control,  decent,  and  landing  of  the  aircraft 
that  could  not  be  performed  at  480  knots.  The  aircraft  would  have 
to  follow  approved  air  routes  during  the  trip  from  Idaho  to  Utah 
and  back;  this  would  not  be  a  straight  line  route.  The  flight  plan 
model  used  to  prepare  Table  1.3-3  considered  all  elements  of  an 
actual  training  mission. 
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The  gap  referred  to  in  section  1. 3.2.4  is  between  the  eastern  edge  of 
the  Duck  Valley  Reservation  and  the  edge  of  the  Paradise  Military 
Operations  Area  (MO A).  This  gap  is  approximately  7  nautical 
miles  (NM)  wide.  At  speeds  of  9  miles  per  minute,  a  gap  of  7  NM 
is  narrow  and  provides  limited  room  for  maneuvering.  The 
effective  width  of  the  gap  is  even  less  because  aircrews  tend  to  fly 
well  away  from  the  Reservation. 

An  Air  Force  review  of  the  1995  DoD  Inspector  General's  report  did 
not  account  for  the  quality  of  training  versus  available  flying  hours. 
The  existing  local  range  and  assets  fail  to  provide  all  of  the  realism, 
quality,  and  flexibility  needed  to  enhance  the  366th  Wing's 
training.  However,  the  proximity  of  the  proposed  ETI  to  Mountain 
Home  AFB  would  provide  minimal  transmit  time  while 
maximizing  training  time.  Further  details  of  the  need  to  enhance 
training  for  the  366th  Wing  are  provided  in  Chapter  1.0  of  this  EIS. 
Further  details  about  training  at  remote  ranges  are  provided  in 
section  2.2.1 .3  of  this  EIS. 

The  General  Accounting  Office  (GAO)  report.  More  Assessment 
Needed  Before  Implementing  Force  Projection  Composite  Wings 
(May  1993),  evaluated  the  basis  for  the  decision  to  implement  the 
composite  wing  concept.  At  the  time  of  the  GAO  report,  the  USAF 
was  preparing  to  establish  three  composite  wings  including  the 
366th  Wing,  Mountain  Home  AFB.  One  finding  of  the  report 
described  the  local  range  at  Mountain  Home  as  too  small  to 
support  composite  force-level  training.  The  USAF  did  not  concur 
with  that  finding  because  the  existing  range  would  support  a 
portion  of  the  composite  force  training  and  remote  ranges  would 
provide  the  remaining  training  requirements,  which  is  still  the  case. 
The  GAO  report  also  noted  that  at  the  time  composite  wings  were 
experimental.  Now  the  366th  Wing  is  an  operational  composite 
wing,  and  the  training  requirements  have  been  refined.  Therefore, 
the  ETI  proposal  would  improve  the  quality  and  realism  of  local 
training  for  that  wing. 

Although  not  Congressionally  mandated,  the  U.S.  Air  Force  began 
a  range  needs  assessment  in  1996.  This  involves  an  analysis  of  Air 
Force  training  requirements,  types  of  ranges,  and  ability  to  fulfill 
current  and  future  training  requirements.  The  goal  is  to  identify 
excesses  and  deficiencies.  Preliminary  results  indicate  that  SCR 
provides  opportunities  for  single  aircraft  to  practice  low  altitude 
weapons  delivery  from  limited  axes  of  attack.  SCR  cannot  support 
simultaneous  use  by  multiple  aircraft,  multiple  axes  of  attack,  or 
high  altitude  weapons  delivery.  A  local  tactical  training  range  for 
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tiie  366th  Wing  would  minimize  the  transit  time  and  fuel 
expenditure  currently  needed  to  obtain  this  type  of  training  at 
remote  ranges. 

Air  expeditionary  wing  or  rapid  response  air  expedition  wing 
refers  to  the  366th  Wing  and  the  name  given  to  its  mission.  It  does 
not  indicate  another  unit  of  the  Air  Force  or  any  other  branch  of 
DoD. 

The  status  of  the  United  States'  national  security  is  based  on  a 
multitude  of  factors  not  pertinent  to  the  proposed  action. 

Discussion  of  the  effects  of  implementing  or  not  implementing  the 
proposed  action  on  national  security  would  be  speculative  and 
beyond  the  required  scope  of  this  EIS. 

Aerial  refueling  training  involves  practicing  the  procedure  of 
meeting  with  a  tanker  and  linking  with  its  boom  in  an  effective 
manner.  Only  a  token  amount  of  fuel  may  be  transferred.  Thus, 
refueling  training  does  not  necessarily  equate  to  the  capability  to 
fly  longer  distances. 
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The  establishment  of  the  366th  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  AFB  was 
based  on  the  recommendation  of  the  Base  Closure  and  Realignment 
Commission.  Since  the  Commission's  recommendations  were 
accepted  by  the  President,  and  Congress  did  not  reject  the 
recommendations,  they  were  required  by  law  to  be  implemented. 
After  establishing  the  composite  wing  and  conducting  composite 
force  training,  the  Air  Force  reassessed  existing  composite  force 
training  requirements  and  initiated  "composite  wing  training" 

(CWT)  to  prepare  for  the  unique  mission  of  the  366th  Wing.  This 
CWT  would  require  integration  of  local  airspace  and  ground  tactical 
training  range  assets. 

The  data  used  in  this  EIS  includes  information  gathered  on 
environmental  conditions  at  SCR.  Since  this  range  has  been  used  for 
35  years  in  its  present  form  and  for  the  20  years  previous  to  that  as 
part  of  a  larger  training  range  since  1942,  this  data  provides  insights 
into  the  general  effects  of  long-term  range  use.  The  environmental 
considerations  built  into  the  proposed  action  for  ETI  (i.e.,  no  hot-spot 
ordnance,  no  construction  of  firebreaks,  small  target  areas)  would 
significantly  limit  the  types  of  effects  that  have  occurred  on  SCR 
during  the  first  20  years  of  its  use. 

Greater  Owyhee  Legal  Defense  (GOLD)  has  been  in  litigation  with 
the  Air  Force  over  the  composite  wing  beddown  since  1993.  Many  of 
the  comments  submitted  by  GOLD  are  not  comments  on  the  accuracy 
or  sufficiency  of  the  technical  environmental  analysis  but  are 
conclusions  of  law  and  GOLD'S  characterization  of  the  legal  issues  it 
has  raised  or  intends  to  raise  in  litigation.  The  Air  Force  has 
responded  to  the  comments  directed  towards  the  environmental 
analysis  but  has  not  responded  to  opinions  about  the  law  or  the 
application  of  law  to  fact. 

The  proposed  Idaho  Training  Range  (ITR)  was  located  near  the 
Owyhee  canyonlands  northwest  of  the  Duck  Valley  Reservation. 
Aircraft  training  overflights  and  associated  environmental 
consequences,  such  as  increased  noise,  would  have  increased  in  this 
area.  In  contrast,  the  ETI  proposal  is  near  the  existing  SCR  and  has 
fewer  environmental  consequences,  for  example,  overflight  noise  is 
reduced  in  most  of  the  airspace,  including  over  the  Owyhee 
canyonlands  and  near  the  Duck  Valley  Reservation. 

The  ITR  proposal  was  abandoned  prior  to  publication  of  a  final  EIS. 
Comments  from  the  public  and  agencies  on  the  ITR  DEIS  were  not 
documented.  Therefore,  the  ITR  DEIS  was  not  specifically  cited  as  a 
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reference  in  the  ETI  analysis  as  it  was  not  published  as  a  final 
document. 

In  a  December  19, 1996  ruling,  the  Chief  U.S.  Magistrate  Judge  of  the 
U.S.  District  Court  for  the  District  of  Idaho,  observed  that  "it  has 
become  abundantly  clear  that  there  is  a  substantial  difference 
between  the  old  ITR  and  the  proposal  now  being  considered  by  the 
Air  Force. . . ." 

Section  2.2.1. 1  of  this  EIS  defines  the  baseline  data  used  for  aircraft 
sortie-operations  in  the  airspace.  Appendix  N  describes  the  changes 
in  those  sortie-operations  since  1992.  These  data  are  accurate  and 
based  on  actual  numbers  of  sortie-operations  for  the  366th  Wing, 
transients  (other  units  and  services),  and  on  projections  for  A-10,  C- 
130,  and  B-1B  aircraft.  In  addition,  comparison  of  the  data  from  1992 
through  the  present  indicates  that  while  sortie-operations  increased, 
noise  decreased.  The  baseline  conditions  described  reflect  increased 
use  of  higher  altitudes  and  shorter  sortie  durations  -  both  of  which 
reduce  noise. 

Section  2.2.1 .1  of  this  EIS  details  the  use  of  die  existing  range  and 
airspace  by  the  366th  Wing,  Idaho  Air  National  Guard  (IDANG),  and 
all  other  military  aircraft  (transients).  Under  any  of  the  alternatives, 
airspace  use  by  transient  aircraft  is  projected  to  remain  unchanged 
from  current  use.  Such  use  is  analyzed  along  with  the  activities  of 
the  366th  Wing. 

Cumulative  impact  analyses  were  prepared  in  accordance  with  the 
NEPA  and  CEQ  Guidelines.  This  EIS  considers  the  overall  influence 
of  the  366th  Wing  and  use  of  the  airspace  by  all  military  training 
aircraft.  Section  1.1.4  and  Appendix  N  trace  airspace  use  by  the  366th 
Wing,  including  supersonic  activity,  chaff  and  flares,  and  all  other 
users  from  1992  to  the  present.  Section  2.5  explains  how  cumulative 
actions,  including  the  beddown  of  the  B-lBs  and  the  IDANG 
conversion,  are  integrated  into  the  analysis.  Use  of  the  proposed 
training  facilities  and  airspace  by  these  aircraft  is  analyzed  in  detail 
throughout  section  4.0  of  this  EIS. 
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DP-8 


Identification  of  alternatives  are  described  in  section  2.1.  Section  1.3 
of  this  EIS  provides  the  background  for  the  geographical  and 
functional  relationship  among  the  proposed  training  range,  no-drop 
targets,  emitter  sites,  and  airspace.  Section  2.1.2  presents  the 
operational  considerations,  environmental  considerations,  and 
screening  analysis  used  in  identifying  alternatives,  and  supports  the 
rationale  for  the  location  of  the  various  elements  of  the  alternatives. 
The  Preface  volume  and  section  2.6  of  this  EIS  presents  mitigation 
measures  incorporated  into  the  development  of  alternatives  and 
project  components. 


DP-9 


Potential  impacts  on  wildlife  habitat  and  land  use  under  the 
proposed  new  airspace  areas  are  discussed  in  sections  4.8  and  4.10. 
Section  4.12  provides  economic  impacts  to  Owyhee  County.  No 
measurable  economic  impacts  are  projected  under  the  airspace 
addition. 


1191  DP-10  The  purpose  of  ETI  is  to  enhance  training.  Having  less  airspace  and 

fewer  emitters  would  limit  operational  training  opportunities  and 
concentrate  environmental  impacts  into  a  smaller  area.  The  airspace 
changes  associated  with  this  proposal  provide  opportunities  to  divert 
aircraft  operations  from  certain  areas  during  environmentally 
sensitive  periods.  Likewise,  having  multiple  threat  emitter  sites 
provides  operational  flexibility  needed  to  balance  training 
requirements  with  the  environment  and  traditional  land  use. 

8039  DP-11  On  rare  occasions  and  only  for  emergency  reasons,  aircrews  must 

adjust  the  gross  weight  of  aircraft  by  reducing  the  amount  of  fuel 
prior  to  landing.  Procedures  for  adjusting  the  gross  weight  vary  with 
the  situation  and  condition  of  the  aircraft.  In  some  instances,  the 
crew  can  continue  to  fly  and  use  fuel  in  the  process.  If  the  safety  of 
the  crew  or  aircraft  would  be  in  jeopardy  by  remaining  airborne  for 
an  extended  period,  fuel  may  be  released  directly  to  the  atmosphere 
prior  to  landing.  Aircrews  accomplish  this  at  an  altitude  greater  than 
5,000  feet  above  oceans  or  greater  than  10,000  feet  above  ground  level 
in  sparsely  populated  areas.  The  high  altitude  allows  the  fuel  to 
vaporize  before  reaching  the  ground.  Release  of  fuel  prior  to  landing 
is  done  only  when  absolutely  necessary.  Safety  and  protection  of  the 
public  and  the  aircrew  are  taken  into  consideration  whenever  fuel  is 
released  during  flight. 

0226  DP-12  There  is  no  proposal  by  the  Air  Force  or  any  Federal  agency  to  add 

8056  additional  airspace  or  range  facilities  associated  with  ETI  other  than 

those  described  in  this  EIS.  Section  2.3.3  of  this  EIS  details  the 
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0247  DP-13 

0771 

0739 

0914 

0932 

0248  DP-14 

1168 

8038 


0290  DP-15 


0290  DP-16 

1174 

1183 


8025 

DP-17 

0290 

DP-18 

proposed  airspace  modifications  and  section  1.4.3  details  the  process 
that  the  Air  Force  and  FAA  must  conduct  to  modify  airspace.  This 
EIS  analyzes  four  alternatives,  only  one  of  which  may  be  selected.  If 
different  airspace  or  target  areas  were  to  be  requested  at  a  future  date 
by  any  Federal  agency,  that  agency  must  comply  with  procedural 
requirements  that  allow  review  by  the  public,  the  FAA,  BLM,  the  Air 
Force,  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA),  and  other  potentially 
affected  government  agencies. 

This  EIS  used  accepted  scientific  methods  to  determine  all  reasonably 
foreseeable  impacts  from  each  of  the  four  alternatives.  Mitigation 
measures  are  presented  in  the  Preface  volume  and  section  2.6  of  this 
EIS.  The  Air  Force  will  include  appropriate  mitigation  measures  in 
the  (Record  of  Decision)  ROD. 

In  each  resource  section  where  the  potential  for  impacts  is  possible, 
the  baseline  conditions  for  the  areas  under  the  proposed  MOA 
expansion  are  described  as  part  of  ROI  Three.  With  regard  to  aircraft 
activity,  section  3.1.1  discusses  past  and  current  overflights  in  these 
areas.  These  data  form  the  baseline  for  aircraft  operations. 

Section  2.3.2.1  describes  target  development  and  appearance.  From 
the  air,  the  targets  would  look  like  military  and  industrial  targets 
which  the  Air  Force  must  be  prepared  to  attack.  From  the  ground, 
these  targets  would  generally  resemble  agricultural  structures.  In 
order  to  reduce  cost  and  provide  a  site  consistent  with  the  local 
landscape,  the  Air  Force  proposes  to  use  pre-fabricated  buildings  that 
are  commonly  used  in  agricultural  operations. 

The  Air  Force  chose  to  exclude  the  use  of  such  pyrotechnic  devices 
from  the  ETI  range  and  targets  in  order  to  reduce  a  potential  source 
of  fire.  However,  such  devices  would  continue  to  be  used  at  SCR  to 
allow  aircrews  the  opportunity  to  respond  to  simulated  attacks.  As 
stated  throughout  this  ElS,  realistic  training  is  composed  of  many 
elements.  The  availability  of  pyrotechnic  devices  on  SCR  and  not  on 
an  ETI  range  does  not  significantly  degrade  realism,  especially  if 
multiple  dispersed  emitters  provide  more  realistic  and  challenging 
threats  to  aircrews.  An  explanation  is  provided  in  section  4.3,  Safety, 
within  sections  that  address  fire  risk  and  management  ground  safety. 

Tables  2.2-2  and  2.2-3  quantify  use  of  the  airspace  by  the  366th  Wing 
and  quantify  sorties  by  other  users. 

Section  2.3.2.1  explains  that  on  a  typical  weekday  from  8  to  12,  full 
and  part-time  personnel  would  support  range  operations.  Section 
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0290 

DP-19 

1191 

DP-20 

0290 

DP-21 

1173 

2.3.22  adds  5  to  8  operating  emitter  sites  (each  typically  with  a  2 
person  crew).  The  total  number  of  "troops"  would  not  be  expected  to 
exceed  30  throughout  all  of  ROI  Two  and  one-half  of  these  would  be 
located  at  emitter  sites  with  portable  water  and  waste  disposal 
associated  with  their  vehicles. 

Section  2.3.2.1  explains  that  water  would  be  trucked  in  from 
Mountain  Home  AFB  for  the  non-potable  water.  There  is  no 
proposal  for  a  sewage  treatment  plant,  rather,  as  described  in  section 
2.3.2.1,  a  wastewater  septic  system  associated  with  range 
maintenance  would  be  installed. 

Section  1.0,  Purpose  and  Need,  explains  that  enhanced  training  is 
needed  for  the  366th  Wing.  IDANG  A-lOs  would  also  use  the  range. 

The  seven  documents  referred  to  were  added  to  the  reference  list. 

If  a  range  development  alternative  is  selected,  the  grazing  permittee 
associated  with  that  alternative  would  be  compensated  for 
interruption  of  ranching  activities.  The  precise  compensation  may 
vary  with  the  alternatives,  but  may  include  compensation  in-kind 
such  as  fences,  pipelines,  and  water  storage.  Specific  details  would 
be  negotiated  with  the  rancher(s)  affected  by  the  land  withdrawal. 
Congress  would  have  to  authorize  the  use  of  funds  before  any 
payment  would  be  made.  Congress  could  specify  conditions  for  the 
land  withdrawal  in  the  legislation  (e.g.,  complete  land  improvements 
and  compensation  in  kind  prior  to  cancellation  of  grazing  permits, 
specify  terms  and  conditions  for  future  grazing  on  withdrawn  land, 
etc.). 


0290  DP-22  The  chances  of  cattle  being  hit  by  ordnance  is  remote.  However, 

compensation  of  livestock  injured  or  killed  as  a  result  of  Air  Force 
operations  within  the  withdrawn  area  will  be  specified  in  the  grazing 
plan  developed  by  the  Air  Force  and  the  grazing  permittees. 

0290  DP-23  The  Air  Force  does  not  expect  the  Owyhee  County  Sheriff  to  provide 

law  enforcement  services  as  a  result  of  range  operations  in  Owyhee 
County  beyond  those  currently  within  his  area  of  responsibility. 
Responsibility  for  the  protection  of  Air  Force  assets  located  at  range 
facilities  from  theft  or  vandalism  will  remain  with  the  Air  Force. 

0290  DP-24  The  adequacy  of  fire  training  equipment  will  be  routinely  reviewed 

and  all  range  personal  will  receive  fire  suppression  training. 
Currently,  personnel  at  SCR  provide  fire  suppression;  this  has  been 
adequate  to  control  fires  on  the  range  for  more  than  a  decade.  It  is 
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anticipated  that  personnel  present  at  an  ETI  range  would  receive  the 
same  type  of  training. 


0290 

DP-25 

Appropriate  levels  of  grazing  will  be  determined  by  the  Air  Force 
and  in  consultation  with  the  BLM  and  published  in  the  grazing 
management  plan.  The  definition  of  fee  charges  is  beyond  the  scope 
of  this  EIS  which  focuses  on  environmental  issues.  Nevertheless, 
your  recommendation  will  be  considered. 

0247 

0290 

DP-26 

Personnel  assigned  to  the  range  to  operate  and  maintain  electronic 
emitters  would  come  from  the  266th  Range  Squadron,  a  unit  from  the 
Idaho  Air  National  Guard.  The  personnel  that  would  operate  and 
maintain  the  ground  facilities  on  the  proposed  range  and  SCR  would 
come  from  the  366th  Operations  Support  Squadron,  a  unit  from  the 
366th  Wing.  Funding  for  all  range  personnel  would  be  provided 
through  the  Air  Force  budgeting  process. 

0290 

8074 

DP-27 

Closing  the  proposed  range  is  not  considered  in  this  EIS  because  it  is 
not  anticipated  within  the  foreseeable  future.  If  the  366th  Wing  were 
deactivated,  the  training  value  of  the  range  would  be  reassessed  by 
the  Air  Force.  However,  should  the  Air  Force  consider  all  or  part  of 
the  facilities  associated  with  the  range  unnecessary,  they  would  be 
returned  to  the  public  land  managing  agency  in  accordance  with  law 
under  procedures  for  such  actions. 

0290 

1174 

DP-28 

The  Air  Expeditionary  Force  (AEF)  Battle  Lab  is  not  a  part  of  the  ETI 
proposal. 

0775 

0882 

1183 

DP-29 

The  No- Action  Alternative  describes  the  existing  training  range  and 
associated  activities  of  the  366th  Wing  and  other  users.  If  selected, 
that  same  level  of  activity  would  continue  -  a  new  range,  as  described 
in  alternatives  B,  C,  and  D,  would  not  be  developed. 

0291 

0995 

1165 

8022 

DP-30 

The  Air  Force  has  an  outstanding  flight  discipline  and  safety  record. 
In  addition  to  FAA  governing  rules  and  regulations,  the  Air  Force 
has  its  own  operating  instructions  and  regulations.  A  strong 
standardization  and  evaluation  program  is  used  to  guarantee  the 

discipline  and  integrity  of  the  operation.  Any  discrepancies  noted 
are  quickly  corrected  and  in  the  very  rare  case  when  someone  is 
unable  to  meet  the  demands  of  military  flying,  there  are 
administrative  steps  that  are  used  to  remove  them  from  flight 
operations  or  service  in  the  Air  Force.  The  Air  Force  airspace  rules 
apply  to  all  DoD  participants.  The  Air  Force  has  implemented  a 
program  to  heighten  the  awareness  of  all  aircrews  on  environmental 
programs,  policies  and  issues. 
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0338 

1191 

1202 


0292 

1147 


1191 


0290 


0247 

0292 

0355 

1193 

9010 


DP-31  The  DEIS  has  been  modified  in  response  to  this  comment.  Proposed 

mitigation  measures  of  the  range  of  impacts  and  public  and  agency 
concerns  of  the  proposed  action  are  presented  in  section  2.6  and  the 
Preface  volume.  These  mitigation  measures  are  considered  whether 
potentially  significant  or  die  subject  of  agency  or  public  concern. 

DP-32  The  type  of  ordnance  is  identified  in  Table  2.3-14.  Cattle  currently 

graze  on  and  around  target  areas  on  many  ranges  (e.g.,  Avon  Park, 
Smoky  Hill).  Air  Force  operations  and  cattle  ranching  currently  exist 
side-by-side  in  the  SCR  area  without  incident. 

DP-33  Chapter  2  of  the  1992  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Air 

Force  in  Idaho  (AFI)  does  indeed  state  that  "Currently,  chaff  is  used 
only  within  the  SCR  complex,  with  approximately  14,000  bundles 
dispensed  annually."  However,  it  should  be  noted  that  this 
statement  specifically  referred  to  the  F-lll  aircraft  then-stationed  at 
Mountain  Home  AFB.  This  was  because  the  chaff  used  by  the  F-lll 
was  explosive  chaff.  Thus,  if  the  explosive  charge  used  to  deploy  the 
chaff  were  to  malfunction,  for  safety  reasons  it  was  necessary  to 
ensure  that  the  ordnance  remain  contained  within  a  range  impact 
area.  These  restrictions  did  not  apply  to  other  aircraft  that  used  non¬ 
explosive  chaff. 

The  ROD  for  the  AFI  specified  three  action  decisions:  1)  to  establish 
a  Composite  Wing  at  Mountain  Home  AFB;  2)  to  submit  airspace 
change  requests  to  the  FAA,  and  to  submit  application  for  supersonic 
activity  in  accordance  with  applicable  regulations;  and,  3)  to  pursue 
further  study  of  the  State  of  Idaho  range  proposal.  None  addressed 
the  initiation  of  the  use  of  chaff.  The  only  mention  of  chaff  use  in  the 
ROD  is  in  that  portion  of  the  document  pertaining  to  mitigations, 
where  it  is  stipulated  that  chaff  would  not  be  used  on  MTRs  outside 
of  MO  As. 

DP-34  Section  1.4.1. 5  states  that  helicopter  activities  occurring  within  the 

region  of  influence  for  ETI  are  considered  as  part  of  baseline 
conditions.  Since  none  of  the  activities  are  expected  to  change,  they 
are  not  addressed  in  Chapter  4  impact  analyses. 

DP-35  Chapter  2,  as  well  as  portions  of  Chapter  1,  describe  the  nature, 

frequency,  and  altitude  distribution  of  aircraft  activities  under 
current  and  proposed  conditions.  These  data  were  used  in  the  noise 
analysis  as  described  in  section  4.2  and  Appendix  K. 
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0290  DP-36 


0290  1193  DP-37 

1160  9010 

0290  DP-38 


0290  DP-39 


0292  DP-40 


Within  the  context  of  its  primary  mission,  Air  Force  implementation 
of  a  range  alternative  would  strive  to  protect  the  environment  in  five 
fundamental  ways:  1)  the  early  identification  and  incorporation  of 
environmental  considerations  in  siting  of  all  potential  ground 
disturbing  elements  ensured  mitigation  through  avoidance;  2)  the  Air 
Force  applies  Federal  environmental  and  cultural  laws  and 
guidelines  to  any  lands  it  administers;  3)  elements  of  ETI,  such  as 
airspace  changes  and  multiple  emitter  sites  that  are  infrequently 
used,  permit  the  Air  Force  flexibility  to  address  seasonal  concerns 
regarding  effects  on  such  resources  as  recreation  and  wildlife;  4)  the 
Air  Force  has  extended  its  concern  for  natural  and  cultural  resources 
by  funding  and  preparing  numerous  resource  studies,  including,  in 
southwest  Idaho,  sage  grouse  habitat  rehabilitation,  baseline  studies 
of  bighorn  sheep,  archaeological  surveys,  rare  plant  and  ecosystem 
studies,  and  ethnographic  studies;  5)  at  the  highest  levels.  Air  Force 
leadership  has  made  clear  a  commitment  to  support  a  sustainable 
environment  through  ecosystem  management.  The  value  of  these 
five  actions  to  resource  management  and  environmental  protection  is 
significant. 

Sections  3.6.5, 4.8.1.2, 2.3.2.3, 3.6, 4.6,  and  Table  2.5-1  have  been 
modified  to  address  these  issues. 

Personnel  involved  in  range  operations  would  be  instructed  to  avoid 
road  use  when  conditions  would  reasonably  be  expected  to  prevent 
safe  passage  (e.g.,  ice,  deep  snow,  etc.)  or  if  the  vehicle  or  the  road 
would  be  severely  damaged  during  use  (e.g.,  deep  mud,  etc.).  The 
Air  Force  would  assist  in  maintaining  the  roads  specified  in  this  EIS 
in  a  condition  that  would  allow  use  by  Air  Force  vehicles.  Some 
decisions  regarding  road  use  would  require  the  judgment  of  crew 
members  at  the  scene  and  would  be  based  on  local  conditions.  In 
other  instances,  decisions  may  be  based  on  forecasts  of  inclement 
weather.  Protection  of  health  and  property  is  paramount. 

Before  any  change  in  the  management  of  state  grazing  lands  would 
occur,  the  USAF  would  meet  with  the  State  Land  Board  to  request  a 
change.  This  would  be  accomplished  in  accordance  with  state 
regulations. 

"Section  2.3.4  of  this  EIS  describes  the  use  of  the  airspace  and  range 
assets  under  the  proposed  ETI.  This  section  provides  information  on 
expected  time  at  altitude  for  the  MOA  and  restricted  airspace  that 
would  overlie  no-drop  targets  and  a  range.  All  other  factors  (e.g., 
airspeed)  were  integrated  into  the  noise  analysis  in  section  4.2. 
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8068  DP-41  Section  2.2.3  states  that  none  of  the  ETI  alternatives  would  change  the 

current  nature  or  amount  of  use  of  any  Military  Training  Routes 
(MTRs).  NEPA  and  CEQ  regulations  direct  an  agency  to  analyze 
only  those  actions  with  a  potential  to  affect  the  environment.  As 
such,  this  EIS  does  not  analyze  MTR  use,  with  the  exception  of 
cumulative  noise  effects  in  the  airspace  directly  associated  with  the 
proposals  (see  section  3.2.2). 

8087  DP-42  The  Air  Force  will  annually  consult  with  the  IDFG  and  BLM  using 

existing  and  ongoing  studies  to  determine  critical  lambing  areas, 
lambing  periods,  and  avoidance  criteria  for  California  bighorn  sheep 
in  the  Owyhee  canyonlands.  The  366th  Wing  is  prepared  to 
implement  avoidance  criteria  absent  compelling  national  security 
circumstances,  military  contingencies,  or  hostilities. 

DP-43  Committees  already  exist  for  addressing  matters  associated  with  the 

environment  of  Idaho.  The  Mountain  Home  AFB  Restoration 
Advisory  Board  includes  members  from  the  base  and  the 
community.  They  discuss  items  brought  to  their  attention  by  the 
public  and  make  recommendations  to  the  Air  Force.  Another  option 
for  addressing  environmental  matters  associated  with  Air  Force 
operations  at  Mountain  Home  AFB  is  the  base  Environmental 
Protection  Committee.  It  is  chaired  by  the  Vice  Wing  Commander 
and  contains  representatives  from  die  operations,  medical,  legal, 
environmental,  and  other  offices  on  the  base. 


0292 

0350 

0739 

0830 

0848 

0932 

1131 

8031 


1191  DP-44  This  EIS  baseline  includes  the  composite  wing  beddown,  the 

relocation  of  the  34th  Bomb  Wing  Bl-Bs  to  Mountain  Home  AFB, 
124th  Wing  conversion  from  F-4Gs  to  A-lOs  and  C-130s,  modification 
of  the  IDANG  MTR  segments  in  northern  Nevada,  and  a  myriad  of 
other  state  and  federal  agency  actions.  Thus,  this  EIS  evaluates  the 
full  scope  of  environmental  impacts  of  present  and  past  state  and 
federal  actions  (section  2.5)  under  the  No- Action  Alternative.  Also, 
this  EIS  identifies  and  analyzes  reasonably  foreseeable  future  actions 
(section  2.5.2)  that  will  have  either  direct  or  indirect  cumulative 
impacts.  The  environmental  impacts  of  these  actions  are  addressed 
in  the  cumulative  impacts  section  after  the  analysis  of  each 
environmental  resource  (Chapter  4). 


The  DEIS  has  been  modified  at  each  resource  analysis  in  Chapter  4  to 
show  that  all  aspects  of  the  proposal,  increased  human  presence, 
ground  disturbance,  noise,  and  military  overflight  were  analyzed  in 
determining  the  environmental  impacts  of  the  proposed  action  and 
alternatives. 
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0290  DP-45 


0292  DP-46 


0830  1193  DP-47 

1183  9010 


The  other  ranges  are  aware  of  the  proposed  changes  in  use  by  the 
366th  Wing.  As  presented  in  section  2.2.1. 2  of  this  EIS,  both  current 
and  future  use  of  these  ranges  by  the  366th  Wing  does  not  represent 
an  amount  that  would  affect  their  viability  or  require  their  expansion. 

Table  2.3-16  in  the  DEIS,  which  states  that  the  expansion  of  the  MOA 
would  "reduce  noise  levels  in  many  areas,"  is  accurate.  As 
established  in  Table  4.2-3,  out  of  the  30  reference  points  for  which 
noise  levels  were  characterized,  noise  levels  would  be  reduced  at  13 
to  15  points  (depending  upon  alternative);  noise  levels  would 
increase  at  three  to  five  points  (depending  upon  alternative). 

The  Air  Force's  rapid  response  Air  Expeditionary  Wing  is  the  366th 
Wing. 


1193 

DP-48 

9010 

0927 

DP-49 

1083 

DP-50 

1135 

1155 

1131 

DP-51 

1160 

DP-52 

1183 

8038 


Cumulative  impacts  analyses  were  prepared  in  accordance  with 
NEPA  and  CEQ  guidelines.  Section  2.5  explains  how  cumulative 
actions  are  integrated  into  the  EIS. 

Section  1.1.1  states  that  DoD  returned  over  300,000  acres  of  the  World 
War  II  era  SCR  to  the  public  in  1963. 

Within  sections  1.3.1  and  2.3.4,  this  EIS  illustrates  that  use  of  the 
MOA  airspace  overlying  canyon  areas  is  essentially  random,  with  the 
vertical  and  horizontal  location  of  ain  aircraft  varying  from  sortie- 
operation  to  sortie-operation.  Therefore,  predicting  the  number, 
altitude,  or  location  of  overflights  of  a  particular  spot  is  not  feasible. 
However,  section  2.3.4  (Figure  2.3-20)  presents  the  estimated 
percentage  of  cumulative  time  of  all  sortie-operations  at  different 
altitudes. 

Section  1.3  of  this  EIS  describes  the  training  requirements  for  the 
366th  Wing  and  the  training  it  currently  conducts.  It  shows  that  the 
current  training  would  be  enhanced  by  implementation  of  ETI. 

NEPA  and  CEQ  regulations  require  that  the  proponent  of  a  major 
federal  action  present  the  decisionmaker  with  reasonable 
alternatives,  one  of  which  was  in  response  to  scoping.  Chapter  4  of 
this  EIS  and  the  Preface  volume  detail  the  differences  among  the  four 
alternatives.  That  the  emitter  locations  and  airspace  expansions 
remain  the  virtually  the  same  for  the  three  development  alternatives 
is  a  factor  of  operational  requirements  and  mitigation  by  design. 
Other  configurations  would  not  achieve  the  goal  of  balancing 
realistic  training  with  the  environment  and  traditional  land  uses. 
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Comment  # 


Response  # 


Response 


1131  DP-53 


1131  DP-54 


1131  DP-55 

1131  DP-56 


1143  DP-57 


1143  DP-58 


1143  DP-59 


1143  DP-60 


The  Air  Force  would  maintain  the  emitter  sites.  No  helicopter  access 
is  proposed  or  anticipated  for  this  maintenance.  A  detailed 
description  of  road  improvements  is  presented  in  section  2.3.2.3  of 
this  EIS.  The  Air  Force  would  be  responsible  for  maintaining  those 
roads  directly  leading  to  emitter  sites  to  the  condition  necessary  for 
Air  Force  use  proposed  in  this  EIS  (see  section  4.10.2.4).  Public  access 
will  not  be  limited  on  the  roads  to  the  emitter  sites.  As  indicated  in 
section  2.3.2.3,  most  of  these  roads  already  exist  and  offer  public 
access. 

Helicopters  would  be  used  only  on  rare  occasions  for  support  of  ETI 
facilities,  most  often  as  a  result  of  emergencies.  While  die  Air  Force 
cannot  predict  the  number  of  times  emergency  events  would  occur,  it 
is  likely  to  average  less  than  twice  per  year. 

IDFG  has  not  requested  funding  support  under  this  proposal. 

As  stated  throughout  section  2.0  of  this  EIS,  public  access  would  be 
restricted  to  only  the  12,000  training  range,  the  no-drop  targets,  and 
ten,  1-acre  emitter  sites.  No  other  elements  of  the  proposed  action 
would  impose  any  type  of  restrictions  on  public  access. 

Threat  emitters  are  designed  to  replicate  a  wide  range  of  enemy 
capabilities  and  they  elicit  a  wide  variety  of  offensive  and  defensive 
aircrew  actions.  The  primary  offensive  action  against  a  threat  emitter 
is  direct  attack.  The  primary  defensive  action  against  a  threat  emitter 
is  avoidance.  Avoidance  can  include  high  overflight,  terrain 
masking,  or  geographical  distance.  Typically,  threat  emitters  would 
expel,  rather  than  compel,  close  in  flight  activity. 

Under  the  ETI  range  development  alternatives,  the  proposed 
Jarbidge  MOA  would  receive  536  additional  sortie-operations.  A 
proportion  of  these  sortie-operations  would  involve  threat  emitter 
avoidance.  However,  this  would  not  necessarily  increase  low- 
altitude  flight  activity.  In  addition,  threat  emitter  avoidance  training 
would  also  take  place  in  the  Owyhee  MOA,  even  though  the  emitters 
would  lie  on  lands  under  the  proposed  Jarbidge  MOA. 

The  projected  increase  in  flight  activity  below  2,000  feet  AGL  in  the 
proposed  Jarbidge  MOA  would  stem  primarily  from  air-to-ground 
training  associated  with  the  proposed  range  and  no-drop  targets. 

Figure  2.3-20  in  this  EIS  presents  data  on  the  amount  of  time  for 
sortie  operations  projected  to  occur  below  5,000  feet  AGL.  For  the 
proposed  Jarbidge  MOA,  the  cumulative  time  for  sortie  operations 
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under  5,000  feet  AGL  would  increase  by  15  percent.  This  increase 
stems  primarily  from  an  increase  in  air-to-ground  training  associated 
with  the  training  range  and  no-drop  targets. 

1143  DP-61  While  it  is  possible  that  low-altitude  training  activities  associated 

with  threat  avoidance  maneuvering  could  result  in  a  startle  effect,  it 
is  impossible  to  predict  how  many  such  events  might  occur.  The 
coincidence  of  essentially  random  sortie-operations  in  MOA  airspace 
with  the  presence  of  a  person  at  precisely  the  same  time  and  location 
cannot  be  predicted. 

DP-62  Section  1. 3.1.1  presents  a  description  of  air-to-ground  training 

activities.  These  activities  would  be  the  same  for  the  no-drop  targets, 
except  that  no  ordnance  would  be  used.  The  minimum  altitude  used 
for  training  by  the  366th  Wing  is  500  feet  AGL. 

1147  DP-63  This  EIS  does  not  state  that  supersonic  flight  was  part  of  the  BRAC 

recommendations.  Rather,  in  section  1.1.2,  it  states  that  supersonic 
flight  above  10,000  feet  AGL  was  part  of  the  ROD  for  the  Air  Force  in 
Idaho  EIS. 

1193  DP-64  Figure  1.3-3  shows  the  exclusive  use  area  (EU A)  for  SCR.  As  the  area 

9010  surrounding  the  EUA  is  used  as  a  buffer  zone,  the  entire  SCR  is 

appropriate  as  shown. 

1147  DP-65  The  sortie-operations  that  would  use  the  no-drop  targets  do  not 

include  the  types  of  activities  for  which  the  FAA  would  require  a 
restricted  area. 

0739  1162  DP-66  In  each  pertinent  resource,  analysis  of  the  area  encompassed  by  the 

1147  proposed  MOA  expansions  is  included. 

1147  DP-67  This  EIS  addresses  the  no-action  alternative  and  three  action 

alternatives  for  a  new  training  range.  The  number  of  aircraft, 
frequency  of  training,  type  of  training,  and  location  were  taken  into 
consideration  for  each  alternative.  This  EIS  reports  the 
environmental  consequences  of  the  entire  project  and  the  cumulative 
effect  when  considering  other  projects  that  are  likely  to  occur. 

1147  DP-68  The  proposed  restricted  airspace  was  defined  based  on  the  types  of 

flight  activities  expected  to  occur  relative  to  FAA  requirements  for 
restricted  airspace. 

1159  DP-69  The  Air  Force  is  not  proposing  increased  use  by  groups  other  than 

the  366th  Wing.  The  data  in  the  tables  and  figures  show  two 
different  measures  of  aircraft  activity:  sorties  and  sortie-operations. 
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The  difference  between  these  two  measures  is  detailed  in  section  2.2.1 
of  this  EIS.  Table  2.3-11  shows  the  changes  in  sorties,  defined  as  a 
takeoff,  mission,  and  landing  involving  Mountain  Home-based 
aircraft.  A  sortie  may  include  several  sortie-operations  in  different 
airspace  units.  Figures  2.3-17  through  2.3-19  address  sortie- 
operations  and  include  all  users  of  the  airspace,  not  just  the  366th 
Wing.  Users  other  than  the  366th  Wing  are  assumed  to  remain 
unchanged.  Thus,  the  proposed  increase  of  653  sorties  from 
Mountain  Home  AFB  accounts  for  the  increase  in  sortie-operations. 

1159  DP-70  The  effects  of  the  proposed  action  are  addressed  for  the  area  outside 

of  ROI  One  under  discussion  of  ROI  Two  and  Three. 

1164  DP-71  Section  2.1.1  describes  the  process  used  to  identify  alternatives  and 

establishes  that  the  western  half  of  Owyhee  County  (location  of  the 
proposed  Idaho  Training  Range  [ITR]  sites)  was  eliminated  from  the 
siting  process  for  cultural  and  environmental  concerns. 

1174  DP-72  Table  2.3-14  presents  all  the  types  of  ordnance  currently  used  and 

projected  for  use  by  all  aircraft  using  the  range  should  ETI  be 
implemented.  No  strafing  would  occur  at  the  proposed  12,000  acre 
training  range  and  current  use  of  the  existing  SCR  by  A-lOs  would 
not  change.  No  depleted  uranium  rounds  would  be  used. 

1183  DP-73  During  the  DEIS  public  review,  several  commentors  expressed  the 

1192  opinion  that  they  did  not  like  current  (or  past)  use  of  southwest 

Idaho  airspace  by  military  training  aircraft.  Those  comments  are 
included  as  part  of  the  record  for  decisionmaking.  In  each  resource 
section  of  Chapter  4.0,  Environmental  Consequences,  the  effects  of 
the  No- Action  Alternative  are  addressed.  In  NEPA,  No- Action 
means  continuation  of  current  activities,  not  that  the  current  aircraft 
activities  would  cease. 

1183  DP-74  The  impacts  of  supersonic  flight  within  military  training  airspace 

8056  over  Idaho  were  analyzed  in  the  "Proposals  for  the  Air  Force  in 

Idaho"  Final  EIS,  January  1992.  The  ROD,  signed  11  March  1992, 
allowed  Mountain  Home  AFB  to  request  authorization  to  conduct 
supersonic  training  above  10,000  feet  AGL  in  military  training 
airspace  over  Idaho.  The  approval  authority  for  this  action  is  HQ 
USAF,  and  approval  was  granted  in  October  1992.  The  airspace 
modifications  proposed  as  part  of  the  AFI  EIS  would  have  simplified 
die  existing  structure  and  would  not  have  increased  the  lateral 
boundaries  of  the  airspace.  These  changes  were  not  necessary  to 
allow  supersonic  training  within  the  existing  airspace. 
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1183  DP-75  The  Alternatives  developed  include  use  of  remote  ranges  as  a  means 

1191  of  obtaining  a  portion  of  the  training  requirements.  Reliance  on 

remote  ranges  is  not  responsive  to  the  purpose  of  the  proposed 
action;  it  would  not  provide  local  training.  SCR  provides 
opportunities  for  single  aircraft  to  practice  low  altitude  weapons 
delivery  from  limited  axes  of  attack.  SCR  cannot  support 
simultaneous  use  by  multiple  aircraft,  multiple  axes  of  attack,  or  high 
altitude  weapons  delivery.  A  local  training  range  for  the  366th  Wing 
is  needed  to  minimize  the  transit  time  and  fuel  expenditure  currently 
associated  with  training  at  remote  ranges. 

An  expanded  Saylor  Creek  was  considered  but  eliminated  from 
further  analysis  because  it  would  not  meet  the  operational 
requirements  of  the  366th  Wing.  Specifically,  it  would  not  provide 
sufficient  geographic  separation  from  existing  training  activities 
needed  for  safe  and  realistic  training. 

1183  DP-76  The  number  of  training  missions  presented  in  the  BLM  study  was 

inaccurate  and  not  derived  from  any  actual  records.  Data  from  the 
Air  Force's  records  of  scheduled  flight  activities,  as  presented  in  the 
Draft  EIS  Realignment  of  Mountain  Home  AFB  and  Proposed 
Expanded  Range  Capability  in  1990  establishes  that  over  10,000 
sortie-operations  occurred  in  the  MO  As  over  southwest  Idaho. 
Similarly,  over  7,100  sortie-operations  were  conducted  at  SCR  and  in 
its  associated  MO  As.  Thus,  conclusions  drawn  in  the  BLM  document 
regarding  the  degree  of  change  were  inaccurate. 


1193 

9010 

DP-77 

The  proposal  includes  no  requirement  for  any  telephone  lines. 
Telephone  and  other  communications  would  use  wireless 
technology. 

1193 

9010 

DP-78 

The  statement  means  that  the  training  ordnance  would  not  contain 
(or  lack)  a  spotting  charge. 

1193 

9010 

DP-79 

The  Air  Force  proposed  to  replace  the  existing  bridge  and  diversion 
dam  to  accommodate  the  traffic  requirements  for  the  ETI  proposal. 
The  necessary  real  estate  transaction  would  be  negotiated  with  the 
land  owner  before  any  changes  occur. 

1191 

DP-80 

The  alternatives  developed  include  use  of  remote  ranges  to  provide  a 
smaller  proportion  of  training.  Similarly,  the  No- Action  Alternative 

fully  includes  the  use  of  these  other  ranges.  Creating  artificial 
combinations  of  a  partial  range  development  alternative  and  use  of 
remote  ranges  would  not  fulfill  even  a  reduced  portion  of  the  need 
and  would  not  necessarily  provide  the  decisionmakers  with  a  more 
distinct  choice. 
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0739  DP-81  Section  2.3.4  of  this  EIS  describes  the  proposed  nighttime  sortie- 

1149  operations.  Section  3.2  describes  how  the  noise  analysis  accounts  for 

these  nighttime  activities,  including  the  addition  of  10  dB  to  noise 
levels.  These  data  and  factors  were  employed  in  pertinent  resource 
analysis  in  this  EIS. 

1191  DP-82  The  ETI  purpose  and  need  defines  the  necessity  of  a  local  tactical 

training  range  and  threat  emitters  to  provide  enhanced,  realistic,  and 
quality  CWT  (section  1.3).  To  look  at  "out-of-state  alternative  sites" 
would  defeat  the  purpose  of  the  stated  need  for  the  ETI.  Federal 
agencies  are  not  required  to  evaluate  a  range  of  alternatives  that  do 
not  meet  the  stated  purpose  and  need  of  the  proposed  action. 
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8011  AU-1 


0981  AU-2 


Section  2.3.3.1  and  3.1.1  discuss  the  fact  that  military  aircraft  are 
currently  authorized  by  the  FAA  to  operate  within  the  area  of  the 
proposed  northern  expansion  of  the  Owyhee  MOA  (Area  X-Ray) 
when  transiting  between  the  base  and  the  MOA.  Altitudes  flown  by 
these  aircraft  will  vary,  depending  on  their  phase  of  flight. 

This  EIS  section  4.1  divider  page  stated  "There  would  be  no  impact 
to  emergency  flight  since  the  Air  Force  is  required  to  support  such 
flights."  Emergency  civilian  airspace  access  receives  priority 
operational  handling  for  air  ambulance  flights  when  required  and 
requested  by  the  pilot. 


0292  AU-3 

0292  AU-4 


0292  AU-5 

0290  AU-6 


The  MTR  segments  were  eliminated  as  part  of  earlier  airspace 
actions  to  more  widely  disperse  training  flights  entering  die 
Owyhee  MOA. 

Use  of  the  no-drop  target  areas  and  associated  airspace 
requirements  are  discussed  in  sections  2.3.3.2  of  this  EIS.  The  nature 
of  flight  activities  over  the  no-drop  targets  is  consistent  with  MOA 
operations  and  would  not  require  restricted  airspace  designation. 
Section  4.1 .2.2  describes  those  means  that  would  be  used  to  help 
ensure  VFR  aircraft  have  safe  access  through  these  areas.  Use  of  the 
no-drop  target  areas  would  also  be  included  in  information 
provided  by  Mountain  Home  AFB  to  local  pilots  on  mission 
activities  and  airspace  operations. 

In  the  judgment  of  the  Air  Force,  the  restricted  area  proposed  for  the 
drop  site  would  be  adequate  to  perform  mission  activities  to  ensure 
flight  safety  without  restricting  more  airspace  than  necessary. 

Civilian  air  traffic  volume  throughout  the  airspace  area  tends  to  be 
very  low.  Considering  that  daily  military  flights  in  this  area  would 
increase  by  only  about  two  per  day,  the  potential  for  mid-air 
collision  remains  negligible.  Within  the  MO  As,  all  aircraft  under 
VFR  must  apply  see  and  avoid  measures  to  preclude  conflicts.  The 
addition  of  a  military  radar  unit  at  Mountain  Home  AFB  will 
provide  additional  air  traffic  control  and  further  reduce  the 
potential  for  mid-air  mishaps. 
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Comment  # 


Response  # 


Response 


0242 

0304 

0335 

0363 

0774 

0739 

0995 

1139 

1162 

1171 

8024 

8088 


NO-1  The  procedures  by  which  the  aircraft  noise  exposure  and  its  effects 

were  estimated  represent  the  best  available  technology.  Subsonic 
noise  was  computed  using  the  recent  MR_NMAP  software  (released 
in  1994;  current  user's  manual  1996).  MR_NMAP  uses  the  same 
physical  principles  as  used  for  aircraft  noise  analysis  throughout  the 
world,  and  was  specifically  validated  for  military  airspace 
operations.  Noise  measurements  were  made  at  numerous  other 
ranges,  where  precision  instrumentation  can  validate  flight  patterns. 
Sonic  boom  modeling  used  methodology  based  on  several  long-term 
monitoring  and  analysis  projects  in  military  supersonic  airspaces. 

An  intermediate  version  of  the  supersonic  procedure  has  been 
published  in  a  peer-reviewed  scientific  journal.  The  model  has  been 
further  refined  with  more  measurements,  since  it  is  practice  in  the 
Air  Force  to  continue  to  evaluate  all  of  its  procedures.  Similarly,  the 
impact  models  are  based  on  data  which  is  widely  accepted  by  the 
scientific  community.  The  Air  Force  participates  in  various  scientific 
organizations  to  ensure  that  it  always  has  the  best  available  data  and 
methods. 


0013 

0247 

0304 

0314 

0363 

0740 

0752 

0775 

0832 

0882 

0883 

0914 

0923 


0986  NO-2 

1087 

1127 

1131 

1148 

1174 

1182 

1191 

1192 
8011 
8025 
8086 
8136 


Section  4.2.1.2  discussed  both  "Noise  Regulations  and  Policies"  and 
"Quantifying  Noise  From  Outdoor  Recreationists'  Perspective."  The 
first  sub-section  clearly  indicates  that  a  dosage-response  relationship 
between  noise  exposure  and  annoyance  (the  "Schultz  Curve"), 
although  useful  for  planning  purposes  in  residential  areas,  is  not 
appropriately  applied  as  a  sole  criterion  of  noise  impact  for  current 
purposes.  No  well  documented,  peer  reviewed,  or  widely  accepted 
dosage-response  relationship  is  available  for  such  purposes.  The 
second  sub-section  frankly  describes  a  range  of  noise  effects  that 
may  be  associated  with  outdoor  recreation  in  lands  underlying 
airspace  used  for  military  training.  These  effects  range  from 
inaudibility  of  distant  flight  activity  through  startle  and  annoyance 
due  to  nearby  flights. 


Section  4.2.1 .2  cannot  be  construed  as  either  intentionally  or 
inadvertently  mis-estimating  noise  effects  or  mis-applying  a  noise 
effects  criterion.  Analyses  and  comments  concerning  the  adequacy 
of  the  Schultz  curve  for  such  purposes  are  mis-directed,  since  this 
EIS  does  not  rely  upon  the  Schultz  curve  to  predict  noise  impacts  on 
outdoor  recreation. 
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0853  1126 
0893  1128 
0914  1130 
1119  1149 

0243  1099 
0247  1128 
0325  1132 
0358  1147 
0640  1163 
0739  1168 
0771  1191 
0828  8025 
0830  8030 
0832  8068 
0923 


0292 

0363 

1147 

1182 

1192 

8087 

8126 


NO-3 


NO-4 


NO-5 


The  physiological  effects  of  aircraft  noise  on  people  and  the  effect  of 
subsonic  aircraft  noise  on  animals,  structures,  terrain,  and  historical 
and  archaeological  sites  are  discussed  on  pages  K-12  to  K-18  of 
Appendix  K. 

Section  4.2.1  begins  by  defining  noise  as  unwanted  sound  and  as 
one  of  the  most  common  environmental  issues  associated  with 
aircraft  operations.  Section  4.2.1. 1  of  this  EIS  presents  the  maximum 
noise  levels  from  individual  aircraft  overflights.  None  of  these 
maximum  noise  levels  is  loud  enough  to  cause  physical  harm  but 
each  is  loud  enough  to  startle  or  cause  annoyance.  The  impact  due 
to  aircraft  noise  depends  not  only  on  the  maximum  noise  level,  but 
also  on  how  long  each  event  lasts  and  how  often  overflights  occur. 
The  day-night  average  sound  levels  (Ldn,  Ldnmr,  and  Lcdn)  used  in  the 
study  have  been  found  to  adequately  reflect  the  combined  effect  of 
these  quantities.  Appendix  K  presents  a  discussion  of  the  basis  and 
interpretation  of  the  day-night  average  sound  level. 

The  F-16  noise  data  shown  in  Table  4.2-1  and  4.2-2  were  taken  from 
an  F-16C  measured  on  28  June  1994  in  Cheyenne  Wells,  CO.  The 
noise  levels  vary  depending  on  the  aircraft  speed.  At  1000  feet  AGL, 
the  Sound  Exposure  Level  for  an  F-16  traveling  at  585  knots  is  102.8 
dB;  at  465  knots  it  is  93.3  dB.  In  this  study  it  was  assumed  that  the 
average  aircraft  speed  on  military  training  routes  and  in  military 
operating  areas  would  be  approximately  500  knots,  producing  a 
Sound  Exposure  Level  of  97.7  dB  at  1000  feet  AGL.  (See  the 
discussion  in  section  4.2.1 .3  for  a  description  of  applying  average 
conditions  to  military  aircraft  training.) 

The  F-16  noise  data  referenced  in  your  comment  was  extracted  from 
a  table  contained  in  Appendix  D  of  this  EIS  on  "Aircraft 
Conversions  at  the  103  Fighter  Group,  Bradley  International  Airport, 
Connecticut,  and  the  104  Fighter  Group,  Barnes  Municipal  Airport, 
Massachusetts,  and  Changes  in  Utilization  of  Military  Training 
Airspace."  These  actions  were  proposed  by  the  Air  National  Guard, 
and  the  document  was  developed  in  1991.  The  noise  curve  data 
shown  were  extracted  from  the  noise  curve  data  file  (OMEGA10) 
then  in  use  with  the  ROUTEMAP  computer  program.  They  reflect 
speed  and  power  setting  selections  that  were  available  for  use  in  the 
program,  and  which  the  Air  National  Guard  Bureau  considered 
representative.  The  intent  of  the  data,  as  stated  in  the  document, 
"[was  to] . . .  present  a  worst-case  situation.  Actual  noise  levels 
experienced  within  areas  of  military  training  airspace  may  be 
reasonably  expected  to  fall  between  these  two  conditions." 
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The  Air  Force's  goals  is  to  constantly  improve  noise  modeling 
techniques,  and  incorporate  the  most  current  empirical  data  on 
noise  created  by  aircraft  flying  with  the  most  representative  speeds 
and  engine  power  settings.  Since  knowledge  in  these  areas  has 
significantly  expanded  over  that  in  use  six  or  more  years  ago,  the 
most  recent  data  available  were  used  in  these  analyses. 


0292 

1147 

NO-6 

The  95  dB  Sound  Exposure  Level  threshold  for  observed  startle 
response  in  some  animals  was  obtained  from  a  study  at  Elmendorf 
Air  Force  Base  in  Alaska  (Eleventh  Air  Force  1992). 

0304 

NO-7 

The  noise  data  used  in  the  analysis  does  not  assume  a  25  dB 
attenuation  by  buildings. 

0334 

NO-8 

The  nonauditory  health  effects  of  long-term  noise  exposure  are 
discussed  on  pages  K-12  to  K-16  of  Appendix  K.  The  existing  noise 
levels  and  the  levels  which  would  occur  for  the  proposed  action  and 
alternatives  are  below  those  at  which  any  adverse  health  effects 
would  occur. 

0390 

0785 

1165 

NO-9 

Aircraft  traveling  at  supersonic  speed  create  a  sonic  boom  which 
consists  of  a  shock  wave  in  which  the  pressure  quickly  rises  to  a 
peak  value  above  the  normal  atmospheric  pressure,  then  drops  to  a 
similar  value  below  atmospheric  pressure,  and  then  returns  to  the 

normal  value.  Depending  on  altitude,  flight  parameters,  and  aircraft 
type,  the  peak  overpressure  from  military  supersonic  operations 
usually  falls  in  the  range  from  a  few  tenths  of  a  pound  per  square 
foot  (psf)  to  several  psf.  Since  normal  atmospheric  pressure  is 
approximately  2,000  psf,  a  sonic  boom  represents  a  small 
perturbation  above  the  norm.  The  sonic  boom  resulting  from  an  F- 
15  in  steady  level  flight  at  10,000  feet  AGL  and  mach  1.2  is  about  5.1 
psf;  that  from  flight  at  30,000  feet  AGL  is  about  1.7  psf.  The  duration 
of  a  typical  sonic  boom  is  between  0.1  and  0.2  seconds. 

The  predominant  effect  of  sonic  booms  on  humans  and  on  wildlife 
is  annoyance.  Individual  booms  are  not  of  a  level  which  would 
cause  any  direct  physiological  or  hearing  damage.  Ninety-eight 
percent  of  the  booms  have  peak  levels  below  the  140  dB  limit 
specified  by  the  Occupational  Safety  and  Health  Act  for  impulsive 
noises  in  the  workplace  (OSHA 1982).  That  occupational  limit  is 
established  for  protection  of  workers  who  are  continuously  exposed 
to  such  noises  over  a  working  career.  Impacts  to  wildlife  are 
primarily  associated  with  a  startle  effect  that  can  range  from  an 
increase  in  heart  rate  to  flight.  Wildlife  reactions  to  noise,  including 
sonic  booms,  are  described  in  section  4.8.5.I.  Exposure  to  an 
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0828  1083  NO-10 
0887  8068 

0926 

0363  1178  NO-11 
0739  1181 

0770  1183 

1083  1191 

1131  1192 

1144  1199 

1147  1205 

1155  8088 

1162  8126 
1163 

0830  NO-12 

0986 

1182 


1191  NO-13 


occasional  event  above  the  OSHA  level  would  not  cause  any  hearing 
damage.  No  auditory  damage  occurred  in  a  group  of  subjects 
exposed  to  a  series  of  booms  from  50  to  144  psf  (Nixon,  C.W.,  H.K. 
Hille,  H.C.  Somer,  and  E.  Guild.  1968.  Sonic  Booms  Resulting  from 
Extremely  Low- Altitude  Supersonic  Flight:  Measurements  and 
Observations  on  Houses,  Livestock  and  People.  AMRL-TR-68-52. 
October). 

The  analysis  of  the  cumulative  effects  of  subsonic  operations  is 
summarized  on  Table  4.2-3.  The  analysis  of  the  cumulative  effects  of 
sonic  booms  is  summarized  in  section  4.2.6. 

The  methods  used  for  ETI  noise  analysis  represent  the  best  available 
technology  and  are  legally  defensible.  The  Air  Force  always  strives 
to  improve  its  methods.  The  documents  cited  define  research  which 
the  Air  Force  would  like  to  perform  so  that  it  will  continue  to  have 
valid  tools  to  meet  changing  needs. 


Annoyance  produced  by  sonic  booms  is  best  predicted  by  C- 
weighted  Day-Night  Average  Sound  Level  (CDNL)  (Committee  on 
Hearing,  Bioacoustics,  and  Biomechanics  [CHABA],  National 
Research  Council,  National  Academy  Press,  Washington,  D.C.  1996). 
Depending  on  numbers  and  levels  of  sonic  booms  heard,  dosage- 
response  curves  identified  in  the  latest  CHABA  report  predict  as 
much  as  three  or  fourfold  increase  in  the  prevalence  of  annoyance 
with  regard  to  numerically  equivalent  values  of  DNL  (A-weighted). 
It  should  be  recalled,  however,  that  CDNL  values  for  sonic  booms 
may  often  exceed  DNL  (A-weighted)  values  by  20  to  30  dB. 

The  setting  for  the  U.S.  Forest  Service  study  included  the 
Superstition  Wilderness  which  is  characterized  by  desert  with  no 
vegetative  canopy  whatsoever.  Also,  respondents  interviewed  in 
the  Golden  Trout  Wilderness  were  susceptible  to  overflights  by 
helicopters  and  by  Low- Altitude  Navigational  and  Targeting 
Infrared  System  for  Night  (LANTIRN)-equipped  aircraft  producing 
SEL  values  well  in  excess  of  100  dB  while  flying  day  and  night  at 
very  low  altitudes  through  the  Kern  River  Canyon  and  over  Trout 
Meadow. 
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0739 

NO-14 

0883 

1155 

0245 

NO-15 

0290 

8014 

1193 

9010 

NO-16 

0292 

0362 

NO-17 

Although  the  frequency  or  number  of  overflights  by  low-altitude, 
high-speed  aircraft  was  low,  a  greater  number  of  respondents 
reported  that  they  did  not  notice  any  aircraft  at  all  during  their 
Wilderness  visits  than  reported  noticing  any  particular  type  of 
aircraft.  In  the  U.S.  Forest  Service  study,  the  single  most  often 
noticed  aircraft  was  high-altitude  jet  aircraft.  The  next  most  often 
noticed  aircraft  was  small  private  airplanes.  Comparably  small 
percentages  of  respondents  (about  10  to  13  percent)  reported 
noticing  both  helicopters  and  low  flying  jets  during  their  wilderness 
visits  (cf.  Tables  7  and  8,  pp.  2-16  and  2-17,  U.S.  Forest  Service  study, 
1992).  Thus,  to  the  extent  that  noticing  on  aircraft  overflight  may  be 
considered  an  interference  with  die  enjoyment  of  solitude,  low- 
altitude,  high-speed  jets  were  not  the  most  frequent  source  of  this 
form  of  interference  with  outdoor  recreation  in  the  U.S.  Forest 
Service  study. 

Among  the  10  to  13  percent  of  respondents  who  did  notice  low 
flying  jets  or  helicopters,  the  greater  annoyance  associated  with  low 
flying  jets  was  almost  certainly  attributable  to  the  higher  noise 
exposure  levels  that  they  create. 

Noise  from  the  generators  will  be  limited  to  an  area  close  to  each 
generator  (see  section  4.2.1 .5). 


Aircraft  noise  does  have  adverse  effects.  These  effects  are  discussed 
in  section  4.2  and  Appendix  K.  The  purpose  of  this  EIS  is  to 
quantify  adverse  effects  and  balance  them  against  the  need  for  and 
benefits  of  the  proposed  action. 

Section  4.2.1. 2  of  this  EIS  makes  it  clear  that  the  proposed  flight 
activity  will  create  noise  exposure  of  varying  level  in  different 
overflown  areas;  that  some  people  will  consider  this  range  of  noise 
to  be  annoying;  and  that  some  types  of  aircraft  noise  will  be  startling 
as  well.  In  the  ETI  proposal,  noise  levels  decrease  in  the  majority  of 
the  effected  areas. 

Figure  3.2-1  has  been  modified  in  this  EIS  to  reflect  your 
suggestions. 

Environmental  consequences  of  sonic  booms  are  quantified  by  the 
cumulative  effect  over  long  periods  of  time,  and  best  represented  by 
the  average  values  presented.  The  analysis  does  not  emphasize 
days  when  there  will  be  more  than  the  average  number  of  booms, 
and  also  does  not  understate  boom  impact  by  emphasizing  the  even 
larger  number  of  days  when  there  will  be  no  booms. 
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0243  NO-18 

0245 

0304 

1097 

1174 

1181 

8014 


0363  NO-19 

1128 

1174 

1191 

1192 


Although  scientific  evidence  indicates  that  sonic  booms  generally  do 
not  produce  forces  of  the  magnitude  necessary  to  cause  structural 
damage,  claims  alleging  such  damage  are  thoroughly  investigated 
by  the  Air  Force  on  a  case-by-case  basis.  This  ensures  that  the  Air 
Force  meets  its  obligation  to  both  the  claimant  and  the  tax-paying 
public  to  pay  only  for  damage  actually  caused  by  its  operations. 

A  thorough  investigation  regarding  alleged  sonic  boom  damage  to 
the  Castleford  School  was  conducted  in  April  1996  by  personnel 
from  the  Mountain  Home  AFB  Claims  Office  and  Civil  Engineering 
Squadron.  Based  upon  data  gathered  during  this  investigation,  it 
was  concluded  that  structural  damage  observed  at  the  Castleford 
School  could  not  have  been  caused  by  forces  typical  of  a  sonic  boom. 

The  Military  Claims  Act,  10  U.S.C.  2733,  provides  a  mechanism  for 
the  payment  of  meritorious  claims  resulting  from  non-combat 
activities  of  the  Air  Force,  including  sonic  booms  caused  by  the 
operation  of  military  aircraft.  Whenever  its  operations  cause 
damage.  Air  Force  policy  is  to  make  prompt  payment  of  fair 
amounts  for  such  damage. 

This  EIS  accurately  presents  the  conclusions  of  the  USFS  Report  to 
Congress.  The  analyses  summarized  in  Figures  24  and  25  of  the 
USFS  Report  do  not  establish  that  "persons  in  wilderness  settings 
are  at  least  10  times  more  sensitive  to  aircraft  noise  than  those  in 
urban  settings."  The  USFS  Report  to  Congress  indicates  that  these 
analyses  are  based  on  a  questionable  assumption  about  the  utility  of 
"Ldn  for  purposes  of  predicting  reactions  to  overflights  by  short-term 
visitors  to  outdoor  recreation  sites;"  that  the  fit  of  the  wilderness 
annoyance  data  to  the  standard,  empirical  dosage-response 
relationship  is  unremarkable;  and  that  the  comparison  with  the 
theoretically-based  relationship  requires  replication  and 
generalization  before  it  can  be  viewed  as  well-established. 

The  very  next  sections  ("Results  of  Surveys"  and  "Conclusions")  of 
the  USFS  Report  to  Congress  further  state  that: 

•  "Aircraft  noise  intrusions  did  not  appreciably  impair 
respondents'  overall  enjoyment  of  their  visits  to  wildernesses 
nor  reduce  their  reported  likelihood  of  repeat  visits." 

•  "The  majority  of  wilderness  users  interviewed  were  not  annoyed 
by  overflights. .  " 

•  "Few  adverse  impacts  to  wilderness  users  were  found  resulting 
from  overflights. . ." 
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0013  NO-24  The  cumulative  noise  levels  reflected  in  this  EIS  account  for  all 

aircraft  using  the  airspace.  Also,  the  calculations  performed  by  the 
noise  models  account  for  multiple  aircraft  passing  over  the  same 
location  since  the  cumulative  noise  levels  represent  the  sum  of  all 
noise  exposures  experienced  at  each  specific  location.  The 
maximum  A-weighted  sound  levels  shown  in  Table  4.1-la  do 
represent  the  maximum  sound  level  experienced  regardless  of  the 
number  of  aircraft  that  may  be  in  a  formation.  This  is  because  the 
maximum  sound  level  is  only  experienced  when  the  aircraft  is 
closest  to  the  receptor  (in  this  case  500  feet  directly  overhead),  and 
only  one  aircraft  at  a  time  can  be  in  that  precise  location. 
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0310 

8014 

1132 

8052 

1171 

8132 

1182 

0245 

8014 

1131 

1182 

0245 

0292 

1083 

1143 

1155 

1182 

1191 

8045 

8132 

0252 

0792 

0994 

1174 

1193 

9010 

SF-1 


SF-2 


SF-3 


SF-4 


0290  SF-5 

0870 

1193 


As  stated  in  section  3.3.3.1  of  this  EIS,  chaff  has  been  authorized  for 
use  over  the  SCR  and  in  the  Owyhee  and  Paradise  MO  As  for  many 
years.  Section  4.3.2.3  establishes  that  the  elements  contained  in  chaff 
occur  naturally  in  soils  and  no  study  has  ever  shown  chaff  to  be 
harmful  to  persons  or  animals.  Also  refer  to  Response  #  SF-10. 

Section  4.3.2.1  of  this  EIS  addresses  safety  issues  associated  with 
emitter  sites.  Warning  signs  are  required  for  operational  safety 
measures. 

As  stated  in  sections  2.2.2.2  and  2.3.6  of  this  EIS,  chaff  has  been 
approved  for  use  in  the  Owyhee  and  Paradise  MO  As  for  many  years. 
Chaff  will  continue  to  be  used  randomly  in  the  airspace,  except  over 
the  boundaries  of  the  Duck  Valley  Reservation  (see  DEIS  section 
4.3.5).  Due  to  its  light  weight,  its  natural  dispersion,  and 
susceptibility  to  spreading  from  winds,  no  significant  volume  of 
chaff  would  be  expected  to  accumulate  at  any  specific  points  on  the 
ground.  A  degradable  form  of  chaff  is  in  development.  It  is 
unknown  whether  it  will  meet  operational  requirements  and  still 
comply  with  the  Clean  Water  Act. 

As  stated  in  section  4.3.2.1  of  this  EIS,  although  increased  human 
presence  and  activities  have  the  potential  to  increase  fire  risk,  that 
risk  would  be  extremely  low  for  several  reasons:  1)  section  2.3.6 
explains  that  overall  flare  use  would  decrease  and  current 
restrictions  would  continue;  2)  processes  and  procedures  would  be 
enforced  during  construction,  operations,  and  maintenance  to 
minimize  fire  risk;  3)  use  of  only  training  ordnance  that  has  no  heat- 
producing  components  further  minimizes  risk;  and  4)  when  the  fire 
risk  is  extreme,  according  to  the  standards  and  system  used  by  the 
BLM,  National  Weather  Service,  and  the  Air  Force,  all  training 
ordnance  delivery  will  cease.  It  is  impossible  to  predict  how  often 
this  might  occur. 

Safety  issues  associated  with  the  handling  and  use  of  ordnance  are 
addressed  in  section  3.3.3.2  of  this  EIS.  Data  from  the  Safety  office  at 
Mountain  Home  AFB  confirm  that  there  have  been  no  inadvertent 
releases  of  ordnance  during  the  last  five  years. 
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0290  SF-6 

0292 

1143 

1147 

1191 


1174  SF-7 


0290  SF-8 


0290  SF-9 

1083 

1155 

1191 


As  stated  in  sections  3.3.1 .3  and  4.3.2.1  of  this  EIS,  each  target  is 
specifically  assessed  for  any  hazardous  conditions  that  might  exist 
before  being  approved  for  laser-targeting  use.  A  discussion  of  the 
proposed  laser  operations  is  described  in  section  2.3.7.  Since  no 
people  would  be  present  in  the  impact  area  when  a  target  is  being 
lased  in  the  combat  mode,  there  is  no  risk  of  exposure.  While  the 
potential  for  an  animal's  exposure  to  the  high  intensity  main  beam  of 
the  laser  cannot  be  totally  discounted,  it  is  considered  highly 
improbable.  All  laser  operations  in  the  combat  mode  are  contained 
within  the  12,000  acre  range  area.  Warning  signs  will  be  posted  at 
regular  intervals  around  the  site. 

With  the  exception  of  flares,  which  will  be  dispersed  no  lower  than 
20,000  feet  AGL,  none  of  the  items  you  identify  are  used  over  the 
Duck  Valley  Reservation.  Therefore,  there  is  no  risk  to  the 
inhabitants. 

Some  risks  associated  with  the  use  of  the  proposed  ETI  candidate 
ranges  are  not  totally  similar  to  those  associated  with  current 
operations  at  SCR.  Climatological  and  vegetative  conditions  that 
increase  fire  risk  and  could  cause  a  modification  of  operations  on  a 
range  are  unique  and  specific  to  the  geographic  area  of  the  range.  In 
the  case  of  SCR,  the  activities  normally  curtailed  during  heightened 
fire  risk  are  the  use  of  hot  spots  in  spotting  charges  and  the  use  of 
defensive  flares  as  low  as  700  feet  above  ground  level  (AGL).  For 
any  of  the  proposed  candidate  ETI  range  locations,  only  cold  spots  or 
training  ordnance  with  no  spotting  charges  would  be  used  (section 
4.3.2.1).  Defensive  flares  would  only  be  authorized  for  use  at 
altitudes  in  excess  of  2,000  feet  AGL  (section  4.3.2.3).  The  use  of  cold 
spots  and  the  higher  altitude  for  flare  use  mitigate  fire  risk  on  any 
proposed  ETI  range  alternative. 

There  is  not  going  to  be  a  significant  fire  hazard  from  the  use  of 
flares.  In  the  past,  it  is  possible  that  flare  use  on  air-to-ground  ranges 
in  the  United  States  may  have  caused  fire.  However,  land 
management  agencies  (such  as  BLM)  do  not  specifically  maintain 
this  information  in  their  data  bases.  To  mitigate  potential  risk,  the 
Air  Force  will  not  use  flares  during  periods  when  the  fire  danger  is 
extreme.  Also,  minimum  release  altitudes  that  maintain  adequate 
margins  for  safety  are  specified  in  guidance  concerning  flare  use. 
Consider  a  flare  released  by  an  aircraft  which  begins  descent  but  is 
not  acted-on  by  any  aerodynamic  drag  forces.  Due  to  the  force  of 
gravity  alone,  it  accelerates  at  the  rate  of  32  feet  per  second  per 
second.  Therefore,  after  a  maximum  of  4.5  seconds,  the  flare  has 
dropped  324  feet  and  is  no  longer  burning.  The  minimum  release 
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altitude  for  flares  is  700  feet  AGL  on  SCR  and  2,000  feet  in  all  other 
locations.  The  risk  of  fire  hazard  from  flares  is  not  significant. 
Further  details  are  provided  in  sections  2.2.1 .2  and  2.2.2.2  in  this  EIS. 

As  stated  in  section  3.3.3.1  of  this  EIS,  chaff  is  not  known  to  pose  any 
health  risks  to  persons  or  animals.  Chaff  is  composed  primarily  of 
silica  (60  percent),  with  an  aluminum  surface  and  a  coating  of  stearic 
acid.  The  silica  contains  no  resin  and  exists  in  nature  in  a  pure  state 
as  quartz.  Silica  is  the  main  constituent  of  sand,  sandstone,  and 
diatomaceous  earth,  and  constitutes  about  28  percent  of  the  earth's 
crust.  Silica  is  used  as  a  food  and  water  additive  for  animals,  and  is 
permitted  for  human  consumption. 

Aluminum  is  the  third  most  abundant  element  in  tire  earth's  crust 
and  is  found  in  clays,  mica,  kaolin,  and  feldspar.  It  occurs  naturally 
in  soil,  air,  water,  and  plant  and  animal  tissue,  including  food 
products.  In  general,  aluminum  is  considered  non-toxic,  and  the 
average  person  consumes  or  inhales  approximately  45  mg  of 
aluminum  daily.  Minuscule  trace  quantities  of  silicon,  iron,  copper, 
manganese,  magnesium,  zinc,  vanadium,  or  titanium  may  be  found 
in  the  alloy,  but  at  levels  well  below  those  that  might  cause  concern. 

Stearic  acid,  the  third  component  of  chaff,  is  a  biodegradable 
material  and  has  no  impact  on  the  environment. 


In  1988,  the  United  Kingdom  Health  and  Safety  Executive  for  the 
Ministry  of  Defense  (UKHSEMD)  conducted  a  study  on  the  effects  of 
chaff  use  by  aircraft  training  near  RAF  Spadaedam.  The  study 
measured  concentrations  of  chaff  fibers  in  the  air  and  surface 
deposits  in  the  Spadaedam  area  as  indications  of  potential  for 
inhalation  or  ingestion  of  chaff.  The  study  concluded  that  inhalation 
impacts  would  not  occur  in  humans  or  animals.  If  inhaled  at  all,  it 
was  concluded  that  any  particles  would  be  too  large  to  pass  beyond 
the  larynx,  and  would  either  be  expelled  through  the  nose  or 
swallowed.  This,  and  other  studies  have  shown  that  ingestion  of 
chaff  by  livestock  causes  no  ill  effects.  The  chaff  passes  through  the 
gastrointestinal  track  normally,  and  is  eliminated. 


A  recent  study  performed  by  Air  Combat  Command  (ACC)  included 
a  test  firing  of  chaff  to  determine  whether  chaff  has  the  potential  to 
break  down  into  respirable  particulates  (PMio).  The  findings  of  the 
test  detected  no  particulates  less  than  10  microns  in  diameter  (ACC 
1997). 
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8039 

SF-11 

1131 

SF-12 

0290  SF-13 

1181 

1183 


1191  SF-14 


Section  4.3.2.1  details  the  human  and  wildlife  health  risks  from  radio 
frequency  energy  associated  with  emitters  and  aircraft. 

Section  4.3.2.1  of  this  EIS  addresses  the  fact  that  detailed  procedures 
governing  range  operations  would  be  developed  and  implemented 
to  effectively  manage  potential  safety  risks.  Section  2.3.2.1 
(Maintenance  Activities,  Fire  Prevention  and  Suppression)  discusses 
the  supplies  and  equipment  that  would  be  present  at  the 
maintenance  facility  to  support  fire  suppression.  In  addition  to 
trained  personnel,  a  50,000-gallon  water  storage  tank  would  be 
located  on  the  facility.  This  would  provide  a  water  supply  for  a 
1,200-gallon  fire  truck,  two  pickup  trucks  with  200-gallon  "slip-ons," 
and  a  5,000-gallon  tank  truck  capable  of  refilling  the  pumpers  away 
from  the  facility.  Additionally,  on  Juniper  Butte,  a  pipe  line-supplied 
water  reservoir  capable  of  storing  50,000-gallons  of  water  would  be 
located  in  the  southwest  comer  of  the  range  area. 

Federal  and  state  standards  and  procedures  regarding  the  storage, 
transportation,  and  handling  of  hazardous  materials  are  designed  to 
ensure  that  safety  risks  are  minimized  to  the  maximum  extent 
practicable.  Compliance  with  these  requirements  affords  the 
maximum  protection  to  all  resources,  whether  they  are 
environmental  or  physical  property.  Additional  information  on  the 
handling  of  hazardous  materials  is  contained  in  sections  3.4  and  4.4 
of  this  EIS. 

The  BLM  workshop  of  4-5  March  1997  provided  a  forum  to  identify 
issues  and  concerns  related  to  military  activities  associated  with 
public  lands.  As  a  result,  a  staff  level  report  was  prepared  that 
identified  and  recommended  the  need  to  revise  and  reissue  policy 
guidance  for  military  use  of  public  lands.  The  recommendations 
have  not  been  adopted  as  official  policy. 

The  BLM  has  no  policy  that  addresses  authorizing  the  dropping  of 
chaff  as  part  of  military  training  activities  in  airspace  over  public 
lands.  However,  the  BLM  has  encouraged  the  development  of 
degradable  chaff  for  use  during  military  training.  The  USAF  has 
obtained  prototype  material  that  performed  successfully  during 
initial  operational  tests.  Additional  operational  and  environmental 
tests  are  needed  prior  to  introducing  the  degradable  material  into  the 
military  procurement  system.  The  use  of  degradable  chaff  would  be 
a  major  step  toward  resolving  BLM's  concerns  regarding  chaff  on 
public  lands.  During  the  interim  period,  the  BLM  will  continue  to 
work  with  the  USAF  to  address  this  national  issue. 
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1179  SF-15  On  a  typical  weekday  between  8  and  12,  full  and  part-time  personnel 

would  support  range  operations  and  an  additional  10  to  16  personnel 
would  be  at  emitter  sites.  The  fewer  than  30  people  throughout  ROI 
One  would  not  be  expected  to  result  in  quantifiable  increased  safety 
risk.  As  stated  in  section  4.3.2.1  of  this  EIS,  detailed  range  operating 
processes  and  procedures  similar  to  those  currently  used  for 
operations  at  Saylor  Creek  would  be  developed  for  the  proposed 
new  range.  If  required,  emergency  response  from  Mountain  Home 
AFB  would  be  implemented  similarly  to  that  currently  in  place  for 
Saylor  Creek. 


1143  SF-16  The  information  cited  is  not  contradictory  to  data  presented  in  this 

1192  EIS.  The  three  sentences  selectively  cited  are  contained  in  three 

paragraphs  in  Appendix  I  of  this  EIS  on  "Aircraft  Conversions  at  the 
103rd  Fighter  Group,  Bradley  International  Airport,  CT,  and  the 
104th  Fighter  Group,  Barnes  Municipal  Airport,  MA  and  changes  in 
Utilization  of  Military  Training  Airspace."  For  your  information,  the 
complete  text  of  those  paragraphs  is  provided  below: 

There  is  little  data  on  impacts  of  chaff  to  aquatic  and  wildlife  (NGB 
1990).  Wildlife  species  tend  to  have  more  efficient  digestive  systems 
than  livestock,  and  more  of  the  chaff  components  may  be  digested 
and  absorbed.  However,  considering  the  low  concentrations  of  chaff 
from  military  operations  and  the  documented  lack  of  oral  toxicity  of 
aluminum  or  fiberglass,  impacts  to  wildlife  would  be  minimal.  The 
amount  of  chaff  ingested  would  probably  be  much  less  than  the 
amount  of  aluminum  and  silica  consumed  daily  via  dirt  and  sand 
occurring  normally  on  forage. 

Notable  increases  in  aluminum  concentrations  in  surface  water 
bodies  would  be  unlikely  and  effects  on  aquatic  life  would  not  be 
expected.  Wind-blown  particles  would  tend  to  concentrate  on  the 
lee  side  of  water  bodies  where  nutrient  levels  are  higher.  Surface 
feeding  wildlife  such  as  ducks  may  consume  chaff  particles  on  the 
surface  of  their  primary  vegetation.  These  would  either  pass 
through  the  digestive  system  or  form  compacted  pellets  in  the 
gizzard.  Only  in  extreme  cases  is  this  likely  to  be  fatal.  Studies  of  six 
aquatic  organisms  exposed  to  high  concentrations  of  chaff,  including 
benthic  worms,  American  oysters,  blue  mussels,  blue  crabs, 
menhadan,  and  killifish,  had  no  mortalities  (NGB  1990). 


It  was  concluded  that  the  lower  concentrations  from  military  training 
would  cause  no  environmental  impact. 
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As  described  in  section  2.3.2.1  of  this  EIS,  public  access  to  the  12,000 
acre  training  range  would  be  limited.  Fencing  would  enclose  the 
entire  range,  and  individual  targets  would  also  be  fenced. 
Furthermore,  as  required  by  Air  Force  Instruction  13-212,  the  range 
operating  agency  must  ensure  public  awareness  of  the  range's 
existence,  and  the  hazards  associated  with  its  operations.  Signs  on 
the  fences  around  the  perimeter  of  the  range  identifying  hazards 
associated  with  entering  the  range  are  also  required  (see  EIS  section 
2.3.5). 

Should  an  accident  occur  involving  any  range  activities,  liability,  if 
any,  would  be  adjudicated  based  on  the  specific  circumstances 
surrounding  the  incident.  Any  predetermination  of  liability  is 
inappropriate. 
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0290  HZ-1  No  30mm  ammunition  will  be  used  on  any  ETI  range  alternative. 

Use  will  be  restricted  to  approved  strafe  targets  on  Saylor  Creek 
Range.  Use  of  30mm  ammunition  was  approved  in  the 
Environmental  Assessment  for  the  Proposed  Aircraft  Conversion  for 
the  124th  Fighter  Wing  (1996).  No  increase  in  the  use  of  30mm 
ammunition  is  proposed  under  this  proposal. 

The  cold  spotting  charge  for  scoring  of  inert  ordnance  contains 
approximately  17cc  of  titanium  tetrachloride.  When  exposed  to  the 
atmosphere,  a  non-thermal  chemical  reaction  occurs  between  the 
titanium  tetrachloride  and  moisture  in  the  air  producing  a  smoke¬ 
like  plume.  The  plume  persists  for  15  to  30  seconds  depending  on 
the  moisture  content  of  the  air  and  the  wind  velocity.  Section  3.4.2.2 
of  this  EIS  identifies  titanium  tetrachloride  as  an  irritant  to  the  skin, 
eyes,  and  mucous  membranes.  If  a  person  were  immediately 
adjacent  to  a  cold-spot  discharge,  he  or  she  could  have  irritation,  but 
cold-spot  charges  would  only  be  used  on  the  300-acre  targets  within 
the  12,000-acre  training  range.  There  is  no  one  at  the  target  and 
cattle  do  not  graze  within  the  300  acres.  The  small  quantities  of  the 
substance  in  training  ordnance  and  the  byproducts  produced  are 
rapidly  dispersed  and  neutralized.  Quantities  are  insufficient  to 
create  even  minor  human  health  concerns  or  impacts  to  wildlife  or 
cattle. 

1143  HZ-3  Non-explosive  training  ordnance  is  released  from  aircraft  during  air- 

to-ground  training  on  the  300-acre  ordnance  impact  area.  Training 
ordnance  can  contain  a  small  cold  spot  marking  device  that  is  used 
to  score  the  training  event.  Inert  training  ordnance  is  described  in 
section  2.3.5. 

The  gunpowder  in  the  spotting  charge  contains  nitroglycerin  and 
nitrocellulose.  These  materials  are  ignited  and  consumed  upon 
impact.  Gunpowder  combustion  products  include  carbon  monoxide, 
carbon  dioxide,  and  nitrogen  oxides.  For  the  small  proportion  of 
duds,  the  gunpowder  either  decomposes  or  is  neutralized  by 
explosive  ordnance  disposal  personnel.  Waste  products  on  the  range 
are  limited  to  steel  and  small  quantities  of  aluminum  from 
projectiles.  These  waste  products  are  collected  and  recycled 
according  to  guidance  for  the  solid  waste  (also  see  Response  #HZ-2). 

1143  HZ-4  Vanadium  is  not  included  in  the  chemical  make-up  of  titanium 

tetrachloride. 


0290  HZ-2 

0739 
0883 
1132 
1143 
1148 
1168 
1174 
1178 
1182 
1183 

1199 

1200 
1205 
8052 


Hazardous 


505 


506 


Hazardous 


EARTH  RESOURCES 


Comment  # 


Response  # 


Response 


9001  ER-1  As  noted  in  EIS  sections  3.5  and  4.5,  no  known  or  published 

paleontological  sites  are  within  or  directly  adjacent  to  any  areas  of 
construction.  Therefore,  no  direct  impacts  to  the  paleontological 
resources  of  the  Snake  River  Plain  region  will  occur. 

9001  ER-2  Proposed  ETI  road  improvements  lead  directly  to  facilities  or  emitter 

sites.  The  proposed  ETI  improvements  will  not  enhance  the  present 
public  access  to  known  or  published  fossiliferous  areas.  The  increase 
of  approximately  30  people  scattered  among  10  to  12  locations  in  ROI 
Two  during  work  days  is  not  expected  to  result  in  amateur  or 
commercial  collecting. 

9001  ER-3  The  author  of  the  earth  resources  section  was  trained  by 

paleontologists  working  in  the  Snake  River  Plain  to  identify  and 
collect  vertebrate  and  invertebrate  fossils.  Standard  fossil  collection 
procedures  were  used,  including  following  the  "scrap  trail." 
Paleontologists  Dr.  Gerald  Smith,  University  of  Michigan  and  Dr. 
Jonena  Hearst,  University  of  Kansas-Lawrence  were  both  contacted 
but  inadvertently  not  listed  in  the  DEIS.  This  omission  has  been 
corrected  in  this  EIS. 

9001  ER-4  These  universities  and  institutions  publish  information  on 

collections.  All  published  fossil  localities  were  reviewed  for  the 
proximity  to  the  proposed  ground  disturbing  components  of  the 
project.  No  fossil  locations  were  found  to  be  within  or  directly 
adjacent  to  any  proposed  project  components. 

9001  ER-5  Section  3.5.4.1  addresses  the  importance  of  fossil  localities  found 

within  the  Idaho  Group  formations.  However,  the  Hagerman  fossil 
site  and  other  known  or  published  fossil  localities  are  not  located 
within  or  directly  adjacent  to  any  proposed  project  components. 

9001  ER-6  This  EIS  section  3.5.4.1  recognizes  the  variety  of  creatures  formerly 

living  along  the  shores  of  Lake  Idaho.  The  sediments  from  the  beach 
and  marginal  lake  deposits  contain  numerous,  fossil  localities. 
However,  the  deltaic  and  subaerial  gravel  deposits,  like  those 
referred  to  in  section  3.5.4.2,  contain  few,  if  any  fossil  remains. 

9001  ER-7  Based  on  current  practices  and  procedures,  it  is  understood  that 

professional  geologists  involved  in  ongoing  mapping  and  research 
on  federal  lands  are  not  required  to  obtain  agency  collection  permits. 

9001  ER-8  Dr.  Gerald  Smith  identified  the  fossil  fish  locality  already 

documented  by  the  University  of  Michigan,  Museum  of 
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Paleontology.  The  locality  information  for  the  mammal  material 
sites  was  sent  to  Dr.  Jonena  Hearst.  The  material  and  the  locality 
information  are  now  part  of  the  University  of  Kansas-Lawrence, 
Museum  of  Natural  History  paleontological  collection. 

ER-9  The  Grasmere  alternative  boundaries  were  identified  and  a  field 

survey  was  conducted  by  a  geologist  with  more  than  10  years 
experience  in  the  specific  area  and  training  from  paleontologists 
working  in  the  Snake  River  Plain.  Standard  professional  survey 
methods  were  employed.  No  paleontological  resources  were 
identified.  The  purpose  of  a  Draft  EIS  is  to  provide  interested 
individuals  and  agencies  an  opportunity  to  comment  on  and 
enhance  the  information  contained  in  this  EIS.  Individuals  with  any 
knowledge  of  resources  outside  the  published  or  unpublished  data 
available  in  repositories  have  the  opportunity  to  provide  that  data  as 
part  of  this  EIS  for  decisionmakers. 

ER-10  The  statement  in  this  EIS  refers  to  the  comment  provided  in  the 

report  concerning  a  locality  well  away  from  the  site  associated  with 
the  proposed  ETI.  However,  the  statement  has  been  corrected  in  this 
EIS. 
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0364  WR-1 


8130  WR-2 


1193  WR-3 

9010 


1193  WR-4 

9010 


No  aspect  of  the  ETI  proposal  involves  creation  of  new  water  wells. 
All  water  would  be  transported  to  the  selected  site  from  Mountain 
Home  AFB  or  provided  by  contractors. 

Water  quality  is  discussed  in  section  4.6  under  surface  water  and 
ground  water.  As  the  Air  Force  does  not  plan  on  dropping  ordnance 
into  surface  water,  no  contamination  is  expected  from  the  proposed 
action. 

The  probability  of  training  ordnance  coming  to  rest  outside  the 
12,000  acre  training  range  is  0.01  percent  or  less.  Since  air-to-ground 
training  events  would  deliver  ordnance  onto  the  targets  from  all 
approaches  and  the  canyon  lies  to  the  east  only,  this  already  low 
probability  is  further  reduced.  The  potential  for  chaff  to  disperse 
into  this  canyon  would  not  change  due  to  the  presence  of  the  range. 
Furthermore,  chaff  would  not  affect  water  quality,  quantity,  or 
availability. 

ROI  Two  includes  two  major  drainages,  the  Bruneau  and  the  C.J. 
Strike  drainages.  The  Owyhee  drainage  bounds  ROI  Two  to  the 
west.  As  stated,  the  East  Fork  Bruneau  Canyon  is  not  within  the 
proposed  site. 

The  Owyhee  River  Basin  represents  the  western  boundary  of  ROI 
Two,  however  it  is  not  included  within  ROI  Two.  Section  3.6.2.1  in 
this  EIS  discusses  the  study  area  and  boundaries  in  further  detail. 
The  discussion  of  the  Owyhee  River  included  in  section  3.6.2.1 
provides  additional  description  of  the  periphery  of  the  proposed 
project  area.  Although  the  entire  Owyhee  River  drainage  is  not 
included  in  Figure  3.6-1,  it  does  provide  a  southwestern  area  of 
reference  in  comparison  to  other  surface  waters  within  and  adjacent 
to  the  study  area.  This  EIS  has  been  corrected  to  reflect  these 
changes. 

Figure  3.6-1  is  based  upon  data  obtained  from  the  United  States 
Geological  Survey  (USGS)  and  the  Idaho  Department  of  Water 
Resources.  These  forms  of  digital  data  are  routinely  transferred  for 
use  in  analysis  and  map  production.  In  addition,  to  supplement  this 
information,  databases  were  developed  through  project  field 
surveys,  literature  review,  and  other  data  collection  methods  to 
provide  a  digital  format  that  could  be  directly  used  in  the  project 
database.  This  information  was  also  reviewed  by  technical  experts 
as  well  as  resource  specific  experts  to  verify  its  relative  level  of 
accuracy. 
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8039  AQ-1  The  EPA  does  not  define  emissions  expelled  during  take-offs,  flights, 

and  landings  to  be  hazardous  materials.  Section  47.2.2  quantifies 
aircraft  emissions  by  aircraft  flying  under  military  power.  Emissions 
for  each  alternative  in  each  affected  airspace  are  contained  in 
sections  4.7.1  through  4.7.4.  No  National  Ambient  Air  Quality 
Standards  are  exceeded  (or  ever  approached)  by  range  or  aircraft 
operations. 

1182  AQ-2  Emissions  from  diesel  powered  generators  operations  were 

accounted  for  in  the  analysis.  The  hours  and  days  per  week  of 
operation  were  based  on  the  projected  activities  of  the  366th  Wing. 
Commonly,  it  operates  five  days  per  week.  The  air  quality  analysis 
in  section  4.7  calculated  the  greatest  concentration  of  pollutants  in 
the  briefest  period  of  time.  The  maximum  use  scenario  did  not  create 
an  exceedance  of  any  air  quality  standard. 

1171  AQ-3  Section  4.7  describes,  using  methods  approved  by  the  EPA,  that 

implementation  of  the  ETI  would  predominantly  reduce  emissions  in 
southwest  Idaho.  Moreover,  the  area  affected  by  ETI  does  meet 
federal  air  quality  standards.  As  the  analysis  demonstrated,  none  of 
the  proposals  would  contribute  to  exceedances  of  any  federal  or  state 
standards  for  air  quality.  This  analysis  is  based  on  current,  enforced 
EPA  and  state  standards  under  the  Clean  Air  Act,  as  amended. 
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0014  BI-1 

1162 


0014  BI-2 

0870 

0975 

1015 

1147 

1159 

1170 

8128 


1191  BI-3 


0248  8038  BI-4 

0292  8082 

1131  8087 


Wildlife  habitat  (section  3.8.4)  describes  the  types  of  environment 
found  in  each  of  the  ROIs.  Species,  including  raptors,  found  in  or 
foraging  in  these  habitats  were  presented  in  section  3.8.5.  A  detailed 
discussion  of  bird  species  for  each  habitat  type  is  included  in  that 
section.  The  potential  impacts  to  birds  and  other  species  are  described 
in  section  4.8.5,  as  are  potential  impacts  from  the  cumulative  sources 
of  ground  disturbance,  noise,  and  human  presence. 

Following  CEQ  guidelines,  impact  analysis  was  based  on  the  best 
available  information  regarding  the  biological  resources.  For  ROI 
One,  complete  surveys  were  conducted  of  each  alternative  during  the 
breeding  and  wintering  seasons.  Information  about  raptors  in  ROI 
Two  and  ROI  Three  was  obtained  from  existing  BLM,  ICDC,  and 
USGS  databases  as  well  as  from  previous  Air  Force  surveys.  Potential 
impacts  described  in  section  4.8.5  were  evaluated  based  on 
appropriate  studies  in  the  scientific  literature. 

Sections  4.8.5  through  4.8.11  of  this  EIS  discuss  noise  impacts  to 
wildlife.  There  is  evidence  in  the  scientific  literature  that  startle  or 
panic  responses  to  noise  do  occur  in  some  wildlife  species.  However, 
existing  studies  suggest  that  these  short-term  responses  to  subsonic  or 
supersonic  noise  do  not  result  in  long-term  impacts,  such  as  increased 
mortality  or  reduced  reproductive  success  to  wildlife  populations. 
Also,  the  available  study  concerning  reproductive  success  of  cattle 
with  respect  to  aircraft  overflight  reveals  no  evidence  of  miscarriages 
or  other  birth  complications.  Also,  the  available  study  concerning 
reproductive  success  of  cattle  with  respect  to  aircraft  overflight  reveals 
no  evidence  of  miscarriages  or  other  birth  complications. 

In  accordance  with  the  Clean  Water  Act,  and  following  Section  404 
guidelines,  wetland  surveys  for  the  ETI EIAP  determined  that  some 
ephemeral  ponds  exist  within  ROI  One  for  Alternative  B  and  C.  For 
Alternative  D,  no  jurisdictional  wetlands  occur  in  the  12,000-acre 
training  range.  The  2.4  miles  of  "waters  of  the  U.S."  that  were  found 
within  the  primary  ordnance  impact  area  are  "defined  bed  or  banks." 
This  refers  to  cuts  from  erosion  during  short-term  events,  such  as 
heavy  thunderstorms  or  spring  runoff.  The  functions  and  values  of 
these  areas  are  very  low  from  a  Section  404  standpoint.  There  is  no 
fish  habitat  and  limited  wildlife  habitat  provided  by  these  cut  areas 

Following  CEQ  guidelines,  impact  analysis  in  this  EIS  was  based  on 
the  best  available  information  regarding  the  biological  resources  in  the 
region  of  influence.  Data  in  tables  in  section  3.8.5  present  the  status  of 
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0788 

1191 


0242  /  BI-6 


0247  BI-7 


1193  BI-8 

9010 


the  Big  Jacks  Creek  California  bighorn  sheep  population.  These  data 
were  obtained  from  the  June  1996  report.  Lamb  Production  Survey: 
California  Bighorn  Sheep  Herd,  IDFG  and  Idaho  Chapter,  FNAWS. 
IDFG  has  not  conducted  population  monitoring  surveys  for  the  Big 
Jacks  Creek  bighorn  sheep  herd  since  June  1993.  However,  surveys  of 
the  adjacent  Little  Jacks  Creek  bighorn  sheep  herd  yield  a  declining 
population  (270  in  1993  down  to  181  in  1996)  and  declining  ewe 
numbers  from  1993  to  1996  (142  ewes  observed  in  1993  down  to  95 
ewes  observed  in  1996).  These  surveys  also  yielded  a  drop  in 
lamb:ewe  ratios  for  1993  (25  lambs  per  100  ewes)  relative  to  1992  and 
1994.  The  best  available  data,  from  IDFG  in  1996  (IDFG  1996b),  does 
not  indicate  a  range  or  population  expansion  of  the  Big  Jacks  Creek 
bighorn  sheep  herd. 

The  best  information  currently  available  indicate  that  the  effects  of 
aircraft  overflights  on  wildlife  and  livestock  are  generally  short-term 
and  minor.  Noise  impact  studies  from  a  variety  of  military  use  areas, 
including  Fallon  Naval  Air  Station  in  Nevada  and  other  installations 
in  the  western  U.S.,  were  considered  in  the  impact  analysis  process. 
Please  refer  to  sections  4.8.5  through  4.8.11  of  this  EIS  for  further 
discussion  of  noise  impacts  to  wildlife. 

Results  from  a  survey  conducted  for  the  ETI EIAP  are  reported  in  this 
EIS.  Some  winter  1997  (February)  aerial  survey  results  were 
inadvertently  omitted  from  the  DEIS.  The  Air  Force  has  openly 
provided  information  to  the  public  through  management  agencies, 
institutions,  and  other  interested  groups.  These  data  have  not  been 
altered  except  in  the  case  of  providing  locational  information  on 
wildlife  to  hunting  groups. 

The  baseline  conditions  of  1995  take  prior  actions  into  account  when 
determining  environmental  impacts  under  the  No-Action  Alternative. 
The  current  proposal  and  all  reasonably  foreseeable  projects  are 
considered  when  addressing  cumulative  impacts  to  biological 
resources  and  other  resources.  Further  details  are  provided  in  section 
2.5  of  this  EIS. 

"Waters  of  the  United  States"  include  water  bodies  such  as  lakes  and 
ponds  and  unvegetated  streambeds.  These  streams  are  commonly 
referred  to  as  "blue  line"  streams  and  appear  as  blue  lines  on  USGS 
hydrology  maps.  The  2.4  miles  referenced  in  this  EIS,  Table  2.4-1, 
refers  to  linear  miles  of  ephemeral  streams  that  occur  within  the  direct 
impact  study  area. 
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1191 

0828 
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1147 

0252 

BI-10 

0290  BI-11 

1131 


0290  1168  BI-12 

0292  1183 

0293  1192 

0739  1199 

0830  8087 

1147 


Numerous  studies  of  ungulates,  including  bighorn  sheep,  indicate 
that  the  effects  of  aircraft  overflights  on  these  animals  are  temporary 
and  minor,  with  no  mechanism  to  cause  long-term  impacts.  This  topic 
is  further  discussed  in  section  4.8.5  of  this  EIS. 


Human  presence  may  increase  in  ROI  One  and,  to  a  lesser  extent,  in 
ROI  Two  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  action.  As  discussed  in  sections 
4.8.5  through  4.8.11  of  this  EIS,  the  impact  of  this  increased  human 
presence  would  range  from  negligible  for  most  species  to  moderate 
for  species  that  are  known  to  be  easily  disturbed. 

Section  2.3.2.1  describes  the  planned  use  of  a  three  strand  fence  that 
consists  of  two  strands  of  barbed  wire  and  one  strand  of  smooth  wire 
on  the  bottom.  This  is  based  on  guidelines  contained  in  the  BLM 
Manual  Handbook  H-1741-1 1989,  Chapter  4  -  Fencing.  According  to 
this  manual,  "antelope  normally  do  not  naturally  attempt  to  jump  or 
go  through  barbed  wire  fences,  but  prefer  to  go  under  them." 

Winter  aerial  surveys  for  large  mammals  were  conducted  in  February 
1997;  results  are  described  in  section  3.8.6.1  of  this  EIS.  Statements  in 
sections  3.8.6.2  and  3.8.6.3  indicating  that  surveys  have  not  been 
completed  are  in  error  and  has  been  corrected  in  this  EIS. 


1191 


0290 

1131 


BI-13  The  Owyhee  River  bighorn  sheep  declined  in  1994  throughout  its 

range  in  Idaho  as  well  as  across  the  border  in  Oregon.  ODFW 
classified  138  sheep  in  southeast  Oregon  in  March  1993  and  only  94  in 
March  1994  (personal  communication.  Van  Dyke  1997).  Military 
overflights  in  southeast  Oregon  are  restricted  to  altitudes  from  14,500 
to  17,999  feet  MSL,  or  approximately  above  10,000  feet  AGL.  Also,  see 
section  3.8.5  for  a  discussion  of  potential  environmental  factors  that 
may  have  contributed  to  the  population  decline.  Also  refer  to 
Response  #BI-30. 

BI-14  The  study  described  in  section  4.8.5.2  of  this  EIS  regarding  noise 

impacts  to  bighorn  sheep  is  in  its  preliminary  data  collection  stages. 
This  study  was  implemented  in  regards  to  ongoing  Air  Force 
operations.  No  conclusions  have  been  made  based  on  these 
preliminary  data;  therefore  no  results  have  been  released  (also  refer  to 
Response  #  BI-32). 
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BI-15  Sections  4.8.5  through  4.8.11  of  this  EIS  discuss  noise  impacts  to 

wildlife.  Although  few  long-term  studies  of  noise  effects  on  wildlife 
have  been  conducted,  the  many  studies  of  short-term  effects  of 
subsonic  and  supersonic  noise  have  generally  failed  to  identify 
mechanisms  through  which  long-term,  population-level  impacts  may 
result.  These  mechanisms  would  include  such  factors  as  reduced 
reproductive  success,  increased  mortality,  or  reduced  survival. 

BI-16  The  control  of  noxious  weeds  by  the  Air  Force  would  comply  with  all 

federal,  state,  and  local  regulations.  The  Air  Force  would  implement 
and  fund  all  required  actions  on  Air  Force  controlled  lands.  Where 
possible.  Air  Force  actions  would  be  coordinated  with  Owyhee 
County's  weed  control  program  to  insure  efficient  weed  control. 


0291  BI-17 


0292  BI-18 

0316 

0994 

1147 

1162 

1163 

1183 

8087 


0292  1147  BI-19 

0739  1163 

0825  1174 

0848  8087 

0883 


There  are  no  published  reports  currently  available  that  document 
injuries  to  humans  resulting  from  animals  that  were  startled  by 
aircraft  overflights.  Sections  4.8.5  through  4.8.11  of  this  EIS  discuss 
noise  impacts  to  wildlife. 

The  IDFG  Commission  approved  the  Idaho  Sage  Grouse  Management 
Plan  during  its  August  1997  meeting.  The  plan  as  approved  provides 
population  goals  for  different  management  areas,  but  does  not 
identify  specific  areas  of  critical  habitat  or  legally  preclude  activities  in 
sage  grouse  habitat  areas.  Because  the  sage  grouse  does  not  have 
status  as  a  state  or  federal  threatened  or  endangered  species,  no 
recovery  plan  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  ESA  exists  for  this  species. 
Potential  impacts  to  sage  grouse  from  ground  disturbance  associated 
with  emitters,  no-drop  sites,  or  target  areas  are  discussed  in  section 
4.8.6.  The  Air  Force  is  committed  to  work  with  the  IDFG  to  support 
sage  grouse  management  objectives.  Also  refer  to  Response  #BI-20. 

The  effects  of  proposed  expansion  of  airspace  over  Jacks  Creek  on 
biological  resources  is  addressed  in  various  portions  of  section  4.8.5.2 
of  this  EIS.  Furthermore,  potential  impacts  of  noise  in  this  area  on 
wildlife  is  discussed  in  sections  4.8.5  through  4.8.11. 


0292 
1147 
1199 

leks.  Three  emitter  sites  (AI,  AQ,  and  BD)  are  believed  to  be  used  by 
wintering  or  breeding  sage  grouse.  These  sites,  as  well  as  other  sites 
subsequently  found  to  be  on  or  near  sage  grouse  leks,  would  be 


BI-20  The  Air  Force  designed  mitigations  into  the  proposal  as  described  in 

section  2.6  and  the  Preface  volume  of  this  EIS.  Most  emitter  and  target 
sites  were  selected  to  avoid  known  historic,  or  potential  sage  grouse 
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0292  BI-24 

0364 


1191  BI-25 


0364  BI-26 

0730 

8130 


avoided  to  the  maximum  extent  possible  during  periods  in  which  sage 
grouse  are  likely  to  be  present.  Any  wildlife-related  mitigation  will  be 
coordinated  with  Idaho  Fish  and  Game  and  BLM  biologists.  Range 
crews  will  be  trained  and  given  operating  instructions  to  avoid 
potential  impacts  to  sensitive  species.  The  availability  of  multiple 
emitter  sites  and  less  constricted  airspace  will  permit  operational 
mitigations  to  reduce  the  potential  for  impacts.  One  reason  the 
Grasmere  alternative  is  not  the  environmentally  preferred  alternative 
is  the  presence  of  bighorn  sheep. 

As  discussed  in  section  4.8.5.2  of  this  EIS,  impacts  to  sage  grouse  in 
the  Clover  Butte  area  would  be  low  because  less  than  600  acres  of 
sagebrush  habitat  would  be  disturbed  as  a  result  of  Alternative  B. 

Complete  surveys  for  upland  game  birds,  mule  deer,  and  pronghorn 
were  conducted  of  the  640-acre  no-drop  site  in  June  1996  (walking 
surveys)  and  February  1997  (aerial  surveys).  No  mule  deer  or 
pronghorn  were  observed  using  the  640-acre  no-drop  area  during  the 
winter  1997  aerial  surveys.  The  vegetation  present  on  the  640-acre  site 
is  predominantly  crested  wheatgrass.  Please  refer  to  sections  3.8.1.3 
through  3.8.11  of  this  EIS  for  the  results  of  these  surveys. 

Following  CEQ  guidelines,  the  best  available  information  was 
compiled  during  the  EIAP.  The  federal  statutes  do  not  require 
original  research  be  conducted  as  part  of  the  EIAP.  As  such,  under 
the  No- Action  Alternative,  Alternative  A,  impacts  to  sage  grouse 
would  remain  the  same  as  baseline  condition  (refer  to  section  4.8.8.1). 

As  reported  in  the  study  conducted  by  Ellis  et  al.  1991,  low-level 
overflights  and  mid-  to  high-altitude  sonic  booms  did  not  have  long¬ 
term  adverse  impacts  to  nesting  raptors  (refer  to  section  4.8.10.1). 

Also,  under  Alternative  A,  impacts  to  raptors  and  sage  grouse  would 
remain  the  same  as  baseline  conditions  (refer  to  section  4.8.10.1). 

Potential  wetland  impacts  associated  with  ETI  will  be  mitigated  as 
appropriate  through  consultation  with  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
during  the  Section  404  permitting  process. 

Early  field  surveys  were  an  integral  part  of  mitigation  by  avoidance  to 
minimize  potential  impact  to  biological  species.  In  accordance  with 
the  requirements  of  the  ESA,  as  amended,  the  Air  Force  entered 
Section  7  consultation  with  the  USFWS  early  in  the  ETI  environmental 
process.  The  Air  Force  submitted  a  Biological  Assessment  of  the 
effects  of  the  proposed  action  of  all  threatened,  endangered,  and 
candidate  species  in  the  project  area.  On  June  4, 1997,  USFWS 
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1147 

1159 
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concurred  with  the  Air  Force's  findings  of  no  affect  or  not  likely  to 
adversely  affect  these  species.  This  also  meets  the  FLPMA 
requirement  for  addressing  endangered  species. 

BI-27  As  discussed  in  sections  4.6  and  4.8.5,  water  quality  in  the  Owyhee 

and  Bruneau/Jarbidge  watersheds  would  not  be  affected  by  any 
alternative.  Therefore,  fish  populations  in  these  and  downstream 
areas  would  not  be  adversely  impacted  by  the  proposed  action. 

BI-28  Based  on  the  best  available  information,  bighorn  sheep  do  respond  to 

helicopters  but  appear  to  habituate  to  low  level  aircraft  overflights 
with  increased  exposure  (Weisenberger  et  al.  1996).  Please  see  section 
4.8.5. 2  for  a  discussion  of  the  impacts  of  noise  to  bighorn  sheep. 

BI-29  The  last  time  IDFG  trapped  and  transplanted  California  bighorn  sheep 

from  the  Owyhee  River  herd  was  in  December  1993.  Following  the 
bighorn  sheep  population  monitoring  surveys  in  1994,  which 
indicated  a  drop  in  population  numbers,  IDFG  suspended  the 
trapping/ transplanting  program  until  the  sheep  population  recovers. 
Please  see  section  3.8.5,  pages  3-148  and  3-149  for  a  discussion  of  the 
possible  environmental  and  external  factors  that  may  have 
contributed  to  the  Owyhee  River  bighorn  sheep  population  decline. 

As  to  the  role  that  current  Air  Force  operations  may  have  played  in 
the  decline,  please  see  Tables  3.8-15  and  3.8-16  (IDFG  Data)  for  a 
comparison  of  bighorn  population  trends  in  areas  without  training 
flights  (the  Little  Jacks  Creek  herd)  and  areas  with  training  flights  (the 
Owyhee  River  herd).  Also  refer  to  Response  #  BI-30. 

BI-30  The  addition  of  airspace  and  the  training  tactics  for  an  enhanced 

training  range  reduces  overflight  noise  in  most  areas  throughout  the 
airspace.  Under  the  northern  airspace  expansion  and  near  a  selected 
action  alternative,  noise  would  increase.  The  impact  analysis  of  the 
proposed  action  on  bighorn  sheep  utilized  the  best  available 
information  found  in  the  scientific  literature  and  from  consultation 
with  agency  personnel.  The  IDFG  population  monitoring  survey 
results  in  Table  3.8-16  and  IDFG  transplant  information  in  Table  3.8-15 
illustrate  the  recent  similar  population  patterns  of  two  bighorn  sheep 
herds  in  southwestern  Idaho.  One  of  these  herds  is  currently 
overflown  by  military  aircraft  performing  training  operations  (the 
Owyhee  River  herd)  and  the  other  herd  is  not  subjected  to  training 
overflights  (the  Little  Jacks  Creek  herd).  Both  herds  experienced 
similar  population  declines  in  1994.  The  Little  Jacks  Creek  herd 
continues  to  decline  (as  of  1996  data)  while  the  Owyhee  River  herd  is 
apparently  increasing  (as  of  1996  data).  Additional  training  airspace 
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and  an  associated  tactical  training  range  will  redistribute  overflights, 
change  altitudes,  and,  in  most  cases,  reduce  existing  noise  levels 
throughout  the  airspace. 

IDFG  comments  on  this  proposal  state  that  under  Alternatives  B  and 
D,  the  Department  will  be  able  to  meet  IDFG  Species  Management 
Plan  objectives. 

Following  CEQ  guidelines,  analyses  of  baseline  conditions  and 
potential  impacts  from  the  proposed  action  were  based  on  the  best 
available  information  regarding  the  biological  resources  in  the  region 
of  influence.  The  best  available  information  was  obtained  from  a 
review  of  the  scientific  literature  and  consultation  with  state  and 
federal  agency  personnel.  The  federal  statutes  do  not  require  original 
research  be  conducted  as  part  of  the  EIAP. 

This  EIS  includes  all  information  collected  during  field  surveys 
conducted  for  ETI  between  May  1996  and  February  1997.  The  Air 
Force  is  sponsoring  a  long-term  study  of  bighorn  sheep  responses  to 
normal  on-going  operations  in  Idaho  and  Nevada.  The  Air  Force  is 
also  sponsoring  research  efforts  on  bighorn  sheep  habitat  carrying 
capacity  and  vegetation  community  rehabilitation.  The  collective 
impetus  for  all  of  these  research  efforts  is  to  improve  resource 
stewardship  on  military  lands  and  contribute  to  understanding  the 
natural  resources  present  in  southwestern  Idaho.  These  studies  were 
initiated  prior  to,  and  are  not  connected  with,  the  current  ETI 
proposal. 

It  is  recognized  that  mule  deer  that  summer  in  Nevada  and  winter  in 
Idaho  normally  migrate  back  to  Nevada  in  late  March  and  April 
(personal  communication,  Williams  1996). 

Winter  1997  (February  1997)  surveys  conducted  for  the  ETI  EIAP 
recorded  elk  use  in  ROI  Two  and  that  information  has  been  added  to 
this  EIS  for  section  3.8.6.2. 

Based  on  the  best  available  information  as  presented  in  this  EIS,  the 
level  of  impact  from  the  proposed  action  would  be  low  due  to  a  very 
limited  amount  of  sage  grouse  habitat  that  would  be  affected. 

The  potential  natural  vegetation  community  type  of  all  areas  within 
ROI  One  is  sagebrush-grassland.  Mature  plant  communities  within 
ROI  One  are  based  on  existing  vegetation  and  modeled  after  Hironaka 
et  al.  (1983)  habitat  classifications.  Serai  stages  such  as  bluebunch 
wheatgrass  have  resulted  from  both  natural  and  human  caused  fires. 
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Other  grassland  communities  are  the  result  of  reseeding  to  non¬ 
natives  after  fire. 

1191  BI-37  This  EIS  contains  four  practicable  alternatives.  In  addition,  the 

wetlands  resources  being  impacted  in  the  primary  ordnance  impact 
area  are  not  of  a  high  value  for  wetland  resources.  The  jurisdictional 
waters  of  the  United  States  located  at  the  alternative  sites  are  limited 
in  function  and  value.  These  sites  are  usually  shallow,  narrow, 
unvegetated  drainages  which  rarely  contain  water  (ephemeral)  and 
provide  little  or  no  fish  and  limited  wildlife  habitat.  The  primary 
function  of  these  ephemeral  areas  is  to  carry  excess  run-off  and  they 
rarely  pond  or  retain  water. 

0830  BI-38  This  EIS  does  not  state  that  the  population  of  sage  grouse  observed 

near  the  Clover  Butte  alternative  is  "insignificant."  This  EIS  does  state 
that  based  on  the  best  available  information,  impacts  to  sage  grouse  at 
Clover  Butte  would  be  low  due  to  a  very  limited  amount  of  sage 
grouse  habitat  that  would  be  affected. 

California  bighorn  sheep  are  not  desert  bighorn  sheep.  Please  refer  to 
Geist  1971,  page  9,  for  an  explanation  of  the  seven  living  races  of 
bighorn  sheep  in  North  America. 

0865  BI-39  Training  overflights  have  occurred  and  continue  to  occur  throughout 

1148  southwest  Idaho.  The  sporadic  nature  of  training  overflights  do  not 

result  in  a  concentration  of  overflights  or  noise  in  any  specific  area. 
This  sporadic  nature  of  overflights  has  not  and  is  not  projected  to 
cause  sheep  to  abandon  preferred  habitat.  The  only  bighorn  sheep 
populations  potentially  impacted  by  increased  noise  associated  with 
ETI  would  be  those  on  the  Grasmere  site  (not  the  environmentally 
preferred  alternative)  or  those  in  the  Jacks  Creeks  area.  The  airspace 
expansion  over  the  little  and  Big  Jacks  Creeks  would  increase  noise 
levels  from  41  Ldnmr  to  51-53  Ldnmr,  depending  on  the  alternative. 
Currently,  the  airspace  above  the  Little  and  Big  Jacks  Creeks  area, 
designated  as  "Area  X-Ray"  is  delegated  daily  by  the  FAA  to 
Mountain  Home  AFB  for  providing  air  traffic  control  services  to 
aircraft  arrivals,  departures,  and  overflights.  This  airspace  extends 
from  the  surface  to  16,000  feet  MSL. 

At  present,  and  under  the  No- Action  Alternative,  over  20,000  transit 
overflights  occur  annually  over  Little  and  Big  Jacks  Creeks  (in  Area  X- 
Ray)  at  altitudes  ranging  from  500  feet  AGL  (A-lOs)  to  11,500  feet  AGL 
(F-15,  F-16).  The  bighorn  sheep  that  inhabit  the  canyonlands 
associated  with  the  Little  and  Big  Jacks  Creeks  have  been  exposed  to 
numerous  military  transit  overflights  at  various  altitudes  and  speeds. 
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In  addition,  accessibility  of  the  Jacks  Creek  area  has  contributed  to  a 
high  degree  of  human  disturbance  from  recreationists.  The  Jacks 
Creeks  sheep  appear  to  have  become  more  accustomed  to  human 
presence  than  sheep  in  the  Owyhee  River  or  the  Bruneau-Jarbidge 
River. 

0562  BI-40  Sections  4.8.5  through  4.8.11  of  this  EIS  discuss  noise  impacts  to 

wildlife.  There  is  evidence  in  the  scientific  literature  that  startle  or 
panic  responses  to  noise  do  occur  in  some  wildlife  species.  However, 
existing  studies  suggest  that  these  short-term  responses  do  not  result 
in  long-term  population  impacts.  A  study  conducted  in  North 
Carolina  concluded  that  "the  low  response  rate  of  waterfowl 
behaviors  to  the  presence  of  aircraft  in  this  study  suggested  that 
waterfowl  either  did  not  perceive  the  aircraft  as  a  stressor,  or  that  they 
became  habituated  to  the  presence  of  aircraft  due  to  repeated 
exposures  over  time"  (Fleming  et  al.  1996).  Also,  the  same  study 
found  that  nesting  rates,  nesting  success,  the  number  of  eggs  laid,  the 
number  of  eggs  hatched,  and  nest  desertion  rates  were  the  same  in 
areas  with  aircraft  overflights  and  areas  without  aircraft  overflights. 
However,  the  study  did  find  that  duckling  exposed  to  airport-related 
aircraft  noise  grew  slower  and  weighed  4.6  percent  less  than 
ducklings  not  exposed  to  noise.  The  existing  noise  levels  and  any 
changes  in  noise  should  ETI  be  implemented,  do  not  result  in  the 
levels  of  noise  related  to  airport  activity. 

With  regards  to  the  colonial  nesting  waterbirds  on  the  Duck  Valley 
Reservation,  the  ETI  proposal  will  de-conflict  training  operations  with 
Duck  Valley.  The  Air  Force  has  operational  restrictions  over  Duck 
Valley  Reservation  thereby  reducing  exposure  to  aircraft  noise  events. 
Please  see  section  3.2.3  for  a  discussion  on  the  restrictions  on  military 
flight  activities  over  the  Duck  Valley  Reservation. 

8044  BI-41  Section  4.8.5.2  discusses  the  potential  impacts  from  noise  on  the 

airspace  expansion  in  northern  Nevada.  The  proposed  airspace 
expansion  for  the  Paradise  MOA  would  occur  over  an  existing  MTR. 
Therefore,  noise  exposure  levels  on  the  ground  (the  level  the  mule 
deer  would  receive)  would  not  change  from  baseline  conditions  due 
to  the  effect  of  the  MTR. 

Potential  impacts  from  the  ETI  proposal  to  the  mule  deer  herd 
occupying  habitat  under  the  airspace  expansion  in  northern  Nevada 
were  analyzed  based  on  discussions  with  Joe  Williams,  NDOW 
Wildlife  Biologist  in  Wells,  NV.  Mr.  Williams  stated  that  the  critical 
mule  deer  wintering  area  was  south  of  Murphy  Hot  Springs.  Mr. 
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Williams  also  stated  that  important  deer  winter  range  occurred  within 
one  to  two  miles  of  the  Jarbidge  Canyon.  These  areas  are  in  ROI  Three 
where  no  ground  disturbance  or  habitat  alteration  is  expected.  Please 
see  section  4.8.6  for  discussions  on  potential  impacts  to  large 
mammals. 

1160  BI-42  The  site  is  approximately  a  sixteenth  of  an  acre,  located  on  a  hillside 

seep,  outside  the  primary  ordnance  impact  area.  Whitetop  increases 
through  ground  disturbance,  and  is  very  competitive  once  established. 
Land  managers  are  required  by  Idaho  law  to  control  noxious  weeds. 
Whitetop  may  be  effectively  controlled  through  use  of  herbicides  or 
other  management  practices  according  to  applicable  regulations. 

8044  BI-43  Nevada's  unoccupied  California  bighorn  sheep  habitat  largely  occurs 

outside  of  ROI  Three  and  is  therefore  outside  the  scope  of  analysis  for 
ETI.  Furthermore,  NDOW  has  released  Rocky  Mountain  bighorn 
sheep  into  the  Jarbidge  Mountains  (personal  communication, 

Williams  1996)  and  some  of  these  sheep  have  been  observed  as  far 
north  as  the  Idaho  border.  This  situation  precludes  releasing 
California  bighorn  sheep  in  the  upper  reaches  of  the  Jarbidge  River 
canyon  due  to  the  potential  loss  of  genetic  purity  in  the  respective 
races  of  bighorn  sheep. 

The  economic  value  of  this  herd  would  decrease  greatly  if  genetic 
mixing  of  Rocky  Mountain  and  California  bighorn  sheep  would  occur. 
Hunters  are  reluctant  to  spend  a  "once-in-a-lifetime"  permit  on  a 
sheep  of  questionable  genetic  makeup  that  may  not  qualify  as  a  Grand 
Slam  trophy. 

0939  BI-44  Following  CEQ  guidelines,  analyses  of  baseline  conditions  and 

1131  potential  impacts  from  the  proposed  action  were  based  on  the  best 

1149  available  information  regarding  the  biological  resources  in  the  region 

of  influence.  The  best  available  information  was  obtained  from  a 
review  of  the  scientific  literature  and  consultation  with  state  and 
federal  agency  personnel.  The  federal  statutes  do  not  require  original 
research  be  conducted  as  part  of  the  EIAP.  As  a  result  of  these 
reviews  and  consultation,  many  of  the  impacts  of  the  proposed  ETI 
project  on  biological  resources  will  be  negligible  to  low  (see  sections 
4.8.5  through  4.8.11  for  a  discussion  on  the  impacts  to  wildlife). 

The  previous  wing  commander  of  the  366th  Wing  at  Mountain  Home 
AFB,  General  Peck,  submitted  a  letter  to  the  IDFG  Commission  stating 
a  cooperative  approach  to  the  management  of  the  bighorn  sheep 
population  at  Little  and  Big  Jacks  Creek  which  occur  under  the 
northern  airspace  expansion.  The  Air  Force  intends  to  continue  to 
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consult  with  IDFG  to  protect  California  bighorn  sheep  during  critical 
lambing  periods  in  Owyhee  canyonlands  in  all  alternatives.  The  Air 
Force  will  work  closely  with  IDFG  to  identify  Air  Force  actions  that 
would  support  the  Sage  Grouse  Management  Plan. 

1191  BI-45  Wetlands  analysis  complying  with  Section  404  guidelines  shows 

impacts  to  jurisdictional  waters  of  the  United  States  could  occur  at  six 
sites  due  to  construction  of  new  roads.  In  addition,  2.4  miles,  or  less 
than  V2  an  acre,  of  waters  of  the  United  States  would  be  directly 
impacted  by  the  primary  ordnance  impact  area.  Impacts  to  these 
areas  could  include  erosion,  removal  of  vegetation  and  changes  in 
stream  flow.  However,  due  to  the  limited  wetland  values  of  these 
areas,  these  impacts  are  considered  not  significant.  Although  not 
significant,  any  impacts  to  jurisdictional  wetlands  are  regulated  by  the 
Army  Corps  of  Engineers  under  Section  404  of  the  CWA  (see  also  BI- 
37  for  a  description  of  the  "jurisdictional  waters"  impacted). 


0730  BI-46  If  the  Air  Force  decides  to  implement  ETI,  it  does  not  propose  to 

establish  permanent  IDFG  positions  for  monitoring  purposes. 
Correspondence  between  the  Air  Force  and  IDFG  outlines  the 
proposed  working  relationship.  As  stated  in  a  letter  from  Brig.  Gen. 
Peck,  366th  Wing  Commander,  to  Mr.  Bums,  IDFG  Commission 
Director,  "The  Air  Force  intends  to  continue  to  consult  with  the  IDFG 
to  protect  California  bighorn  sheep  during  the  critical  lambing  period 
in  Owyhee  canyonlands  in  all  alternatives,  consistent  with  IDFG 
determination  of  bighorn  sheep  needs.  Any  final  decision  for 
enhanced  training  would  also  include  mitigation  for  adverse  wildlife 
impacts.  We  are  prepared  to  implement  such  measures  absent 
compelling  national  security  circumstances,  military  contingencies,  or 
hostilities."  The  IDFG  Commission  has  stated  "Alternatives  D 
(Juniper  Butte)  and  B  (Clover  Butte)  would  likely  enable  the  IDFG  to 
meet  species  management  plan  objectives  if  accompanied  by 
appropriate  measures  and  mitigations  to  ensure  protection  of  public 
resources."  Mitigation  measures  will  be  included  in  the  Final  EIS  and 
Record  of  Decision.  Gen.  Peck  concluded  his  letter  by  stating,  "By 
partnering  with  IDFG  and  the  IDFG  Commission,  we  are  certain  we 
can  develop  a  strategy  for  conducting  essential  military  training  while 
protecting  the  wildlife  resources  of  the  Owyhee  canyonlands. 

1179  BI-47  The  disturbances  and  the  potential  for  increased  traffic  over  new  and 

existing  roads  could  increase  the  potential  for  invasion  by  exotic 
species  along  the  road  corridors  and  in  the  off-road  areas.  Many  of 
the  existing  roads  are  currently  used  by  land  management  agencies 
and  some  recreationalists.  However,  only  a  small  segment  of  road 
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leading  to  recreational  destinations  is  intended  for  construction  or 
major  improvements,  thus  the  potential  for  increased  recreational  use 
of  these  areas  is  minimal.  Additional  military  traffic  will  be  minimal. 
Weed  control  on  land  managed  by  the  Air  Force  would  be 
coordinated  with  Owyhee  County  and  State  and  Federal  agencies. 

1191  BI-48  Ground  disturbing  activities  avoid  all  ACECs  and  would  not  occur  in 

1192  any  of  these  areas  under  any  alternative.  The  only  potential  impact  to 

wildlife  in  ACECs  would  be  from  noise  associated  with  aircraft 
overflights.  Overflight  noise  would  decrease  over  the  Owyhee  River 
Bighorn  Sheep  Habitat  ACEC.  Military  aircraft  currently  overfly,  at 
varying  altitudes,  all  of  the  ACECs  in  Owyhee  County.  Overflight 
noise  would  increase  slightly  over  whichever  alternative  were  selected 
compared  with  current  levels.  Overflight  noise  would  increase 
slightly  over  the  Cottonwood  Creek  ACEC  under  all  alternatives.  The 
Bruneau-Jarbidge  Bighorn  Sheep  Habitat  ACEC  will  have  localized 
increased  noise  if  Clover  Butte  were  selected  and  reduced  noise  if 
either  Grasmere  or  Juniper  Butte  were  selected.  Noise  levels 
associated  with  ETI  alternatives  would  have  a  low  impact  to  wildlife 
species  in  these  areas.  Sections  4.8.5  through  4.8.11  of  this  EIS  discuss 
noise  impacts  to  wildlife  and  the  cumulative  impact  of  noise,  human 
presence,  and  ground  disturbance  on  species  of  special  concern  in 
locations  potentially  cumulatively  impacted. 

0994  BI-49  The  legal  ram  counts  in  the  Little  Jacks  Creek  herd  has  apparently 

declined  since  1993.  However,  the  Air  Force  does  not  conduct 
military  training  over  the  Jacks  Creek  area.  The  legal  ram  counts  for 
the  Owyhee  River  herd,  where  the  Air  Force  has  conducted  military 
training  overflights  for  decades  has  fluctuated  between  46  and  57 
rams  between  the  years  1990  and  1996,  except  for  1991.  In  1991,  IDFG 
data  indicated  that  there  were  114  legal  rams  and  only  60  sublegal 
rams.  It  is  a  very  unusual  situation  in  a  wild  ungulate  herd  to  have  a 
ratio  of  nearly  twice  as  many  "old"  rams  as  young  rams.  However, 
the  overall  trend,  since  1990,  is  relatively  stable  for  legal  rams  in  the 
Owyhee  River  herd.  There  is  insufficient  data  (IDGF  has  conducted 
only  one  population  survey  for  bighorn  sheep  in  Big  Jacks  Creek  since 
1990)  to  make  a  determination  as  to  the  stability  of  the  legal  ram 
population  of  the  Big  Jacks  Creek  herd.  As  for  the  Bruneau-Jarbidge 
herd,  89  bighorn  sheep  were  released  into  this  herd  between  1989  and 
1993.  Because  of  this  tremendous,  and  relatively  recent,  influx  of 
sheep,  it  is  difficult  to  ascertain  whether  the  legal  ram  or  the  entire 
bighorn  sheep  population  is  stable. 

1011  BI-50  This  EIS  does  not  propose  to  chase  down  pregnant  ewes  and  put  radio 

1082  collars  on  them,  nor  does  any  other  Air  Force  study.  No  capturing  or 
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0982 

1001 

1192 


1159 


1159 


0957 

1147 

1163 


0292 

1147 

1163 


collaring  of  sheep  would  proceed  on  any  federal  study  without 
concurrence  from  the  IDFG. 

BI-51  Following  CEQ  guidelines,  analyses  of  baseline  conditions  and 

potential  impacts  from  the  proposed  action  were  based  on  the  best 
available  information  regarding  the  biological  resources  in  the  region 
of  influence.  The  best  available  information  was  obtained  from  a 
review  of  the  scientific  literature  and  consultation  with  state  and 
federal  agency  personnel.  The  federal  statutes  do  not  require  original 
research  be  conducted  as  part  of  the  EIAP.  As  a  result  of  these 
reviews  and  consultation,  many  of  the  impacts  of  the  proposed  ETI 
project  on  biological  resources  will  be  negligible  to  low  (see  sections 
4.8.5  through  4.8.11  for  a  discussion  on  the  impacts  to  wildlife). 

BI-52  Pronghorn  surveys  conducted  in  1993-95  represent  the  best  available 

information  for  pronghorn  populations  in  the  Owyhee  uplands. 

While  the  sample  size  is  small  (one  survey  per  year  for  three  years), 
statistical  analyses  show  that  the  increasing  trend  in  population  size 
over  the  three-year  period  is  significant. 

BI-53  The  statement  in  section  4.8.6.1  of  this  EIS  that  approximately  3,500 

acres  of  vegetation  would  bum  annually  under  the  No  Action 
Alternative  is  incorrect.  Between  1991  and  1995,  about  145,000  acres 
of  vegetation  in  ROI  burned  in  approximately  41  fires.  However,  it  is 
inappropriate  to  calculate  average  fire  size  or  average  acres  burned 
per  year  because  of  the  high  degree  of  variability  in  fire  size  and  total 
acres  burned  from  year  to  year.  Please  note  that  the  above  figures 
refer  to  current  conditions  and  would  remain  the  same  or  decrease 
under  the  No  Action  Alternative  or  under  Alternatives  B,  C,  or  D  as 
discussed  in  section  4.3,  Safety,  and  section  4.8.1,  Vegetation. 

BI-54  By  definition,  mitigation  measures  are  designed  to  reduce  adverse 

impacts,  not  necessarily  to  eliminate  them.  The  mitigation  measures 
described  in  this  EIS  were  incorporated  into  the  development  of  range 
alternatives,  and  succeed  in  reducing  potential  impacts  to  wildlife  at  a 
minimum  of  28  of  30  proposed  emitter  sites  and  6  of  7  proposed  no¬ 
drop  target  sites. 

BI-55  Proposed  no-drop  target  site  ND-8  and  emitter  sites  BK  and  AU  have 

been  graded,  graveled,  and/or  excavated  and  are  therefore  devoid  of 
vegetation  and  unsuitable  for  most  wildlife  species.  The  areas  around 
these  sites  were  included  in  noise  and  human  disturbance  analyses. 
Section  4.8.5  of  this  EIS  was  revised  to  specify  the  proximity  of  a  sage 
grouse  lek  that  was  active  in  1996  to  ND-8  and  AU. 
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1147  BI-56  Five  hundred  meters  is  the  distance  from  overflying  jets  at  which  Ellis 

1183  et  al.  (1991)  found  that  raptors  began  to  exhibit  startle  reactions;  when 

jets  were  greater  than  500  m  away  from  nests,  raptors  generally 
showed  no  reaction.  Significant  responses  occurred  only  when  jets 
passed  within  150  m  of  nests.  Because  of  the  wide  variation  in 
responses  to  aircraft  among  individual  birds,  species,  and  season,  no 
overflight  avoidance  recommendations  have  been  developed  by 
wildlife  agencies  in  Idaho  for  raptor  nesting  areas. 


No  evidence  exists  to  directly  link  sonic  booms  with  avian  mortality. 

The  International  Bibliography  on  Noise  (IBON 1995)  includes  several 
studies  that  address  impacts  of  sonic  booms  on  birds.  A  study 
conducted  in  Florida  concluded  that  there  was  no  evidence  that  sonic 
booms  caused  mortality  in  the  raptor  population.  Despite  low  altitude 
overflights  and  sonic  booms,  the  osprey  and  bald  eagle  populations  in 
the  study  area  were  observed  to  be  reproducing  very  well  (IBON 
1995).  Additional  data  on  the  likely  effects  of  low-level  jets  and  sonic 
booms  on  nesting  peregrine  falcons  and  other  raptors  were  gathered 
at  aeries  in  Arizona  (Ellis  1981).  Responses  to  extremely  frequent  and 
nearby  jet  aircraft  were  often  minimal  and  never  associated  with 
reproductive  failure.  Nesting  success  and  site  reoccupancy  rates  were 
high  for  all  aeries  (Manci  et  al.  1988). 


Other  studies  of  birds  indicate  that  a  simple  startle  is  the  most 
common  response  to  sonic  booms.  While  birds  were  occasionally 
observed  to  run,  fly,  or  crowd,  reactions  varied  from  exposure-to- 
exposure,  and  are  not  predictable  (IBON  1995). 


In  a  detailed  study  of  the  possible  effects  of  sonic  booms  on  avian 
reproduction  using  poultry,  the  sonic  boom  simulation  in  the 
experiment  produced  an  impulsive  noise  of  156.3  dB  sound  pressure 
level.  The  same  hens  served  as  their  own  control  group,  without  the 
sound  stimulus.  No  effect  on  time  of  opposition,  shell  weight, 
percent  of  shell,  shell  thickness,  hatchability,  viability,  or  hatching 
time  was  found  between  the  stimulated  and  unstimulated  groups. 
However,  chicks  subjected  to  sound  stimuli  after  hatching  did  exhibit 
less  weight  gain  than  those  not  so  exposed  (IBON  1995). 

These  studies  clearly  indicate  that  sonic  booms  do  not  contribute  to 
increased  avian  mortality.  It  is  also  important  to  note  that  these 
studies  subjected  eggs  to  156.3  dB  peak  sound  pressure  levels.  This  is 
equivalent  to  27  pounds  per  square  foot  (psf)  of  overpressure. 
Overpressures  anticipated  from  supersonic  flight  associated  with  ETI 
activities  directly  under  the  aircraft  are  anticipated  to  be  on  the  order 
of  1  to  2  psf,  with  very  rare  occurrences  peaking  to  approximately  8  to 
8.5  psf. 
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1163 

BI-57 

1131 

BI-58 

1148 

1168 

1131  BI-59 

1192 


1173  BI-60 


1191  BI-61 


The  proposed  640-acre  target  would  be  a  no-drop  target;  therefore, 
training  ordnance  would  not  impact  the  target  or  surrounding  area. 

ROI  Two  comprises  approximately  1.5  million  acres,  of  which  69.9 
percent  are  covered  by  sagebrush  steppe  vegetation.  However, 
ground  disturbance  within  ROI  Two  is  highly  unlikely  under  any 
alternative.  Within  ROI  One,  no  more  than  722  acres  of  native 
vegetation  would  be  directly  disturbed  for  any  alternative,  and  no 
more  than  8,000  acres  of  native  vegetation  (i.e.,  potential  sage  grouse 
or  California  bighorn  sheep  habitat)  would  have  potential  to  be 
indirectly  disturbed.  Please  refer  to  sections  3.8.4  and  4.8.4  for 
discussions  of  the  amount  of  native  vegetation  that  would  be 
disturbed  under  each  alternative  relative  to  baseline  acreages. 

Response  #  BI-30  discusses  a  comparison  of  herd  productivity,  based 
on  IDFG  and  FNAWS  data,  between  areas  overflown  by  military 
training  flights  and  areas  without  military  training  overflights.  Also, 
the  HEP  model  references  by  the  commentor  is  a  Habitat  Evaluation 
Procedure,  not  a  plan.  The  HEP  model  was  developed  to  evaluate 
potential  reintroduction  sites  for  Rocky  Mountain  bighorn  sheep.  The 
referenced  HEP  model  is  designed  for  bighorn  sheep  herds  that  have 
access  to  distinct  summer  and  winter  ranges.  In  typical  Rocky 
Mountain  bighorn  sheep  habitat,  sheep  summer  at  high  elevations 
and  winter  at  low  elevations.  The  California  bighorn  sheep  that 
inhabit  southwestern  Idaho  are  restricted  in  the  opportunity  for 
altitudinal  migration  between  summer  and  winter  range.  Therefore, 
bighorn  sheep  in  southwestern  Idaho  are  forced  to  occupy  the  same 
habitat  on  a  year-round  basis,  except  for  some  temporary  seasonal 
shifts  to  lambing  areas.  Bighorn  sheep  in  low  elevation  year-round 
habitats  face  increased  intra-specific  competition  for  forage  and  space. 
Thus,  it  is  inappropriate  to  attempt  to  apply  the  Rocky  Mountain  HEP 
model  to  the  bighorn  sheep  in  Owyhee  County,  Idaho.  Please  see 
responses  BI-20  and  BI-47,  section  2.6,  and  the  Preface  volume  of  this 
EIS  for  a  discussion  of  mitigation  measures. 

Vegetation  patterns  outside  the  primary  ordnance  impact  area  at 
Juniper  Butte  were  estimated  using  visual  observations.  Vegetation 
sampling  techniques  were  based  on  accepted  and  proven  scientific 
methods.  The  purpose  of  the  map  is  to  show  vegetation  types  within 
the  12,000  acre  range,  not  to  depict  a  complete  site  inventory  of 
existing  improvements  from  cattle  operations. 

A  range  of  scientific  evidence  states  that  helicopters  can  and 
occasionally  do  cause  severe  behavioral  reactions  from  bighorn  sheep. 
However,  helicopters  are  not  part  of  the  ETI  proposal.  Helicopter  use 
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is  not  expected  to  change  over  current  use  conditions.  Also,  the  only 
impact  to  ACECs  and  WSAs  in  the  region  of  influence  will  be  related 
to  the  visual  presence  of  aircraft  or  noise  from  aircraft  overflights  that 
may  affect  solitude  and/or  biological  resources.  No  ground 
disturbance  or  increased  human  presence  (military  personnel)  will 
occur  to  ACECs  or  WSAs  as  a  result  of  the  ETI  proposal.  In  addition, 
the  noise  levels  above  the  Owyhee  River  bighorn  sheep  habitat  ACEC 
will  decrease  if  the  ETI  proposal  is  carried  forward. 

1191  BI-62  The  cumulative  impacts  section  for  biological  resources,  section  4.8.13, 

addresses  the  potential  cumulative  impacts  from  current  and 
reasonably  foreseeable  future  actions.  The  commentor  requests  a 
cumulative  impact  analysis  of  the  various  "factors"  (e.g.,  noise, 
construction  activities,  human  presence,  wildfire)  that  could 
potentially  impact  wildlife  in  the  region  of  influence  from  the 
proposed  ETI  range.  Based  on  the  guidelines  in  the  CEQ  report, 
"Considering  Cumulative  Effects  under  the  National  Environmental 
Policy  Act,"  if  cause-and-effect  relationships  can  not  be  quantified, 
then  qualitative  evaluation  procedures  can  be  used  (CEQ  1997,  p.  41). 
For  the  ETI  EIAP,  relative  qualitative  cumulative  impacts  to  biological 
resources  for  each  alternative  are  presented  in  Table  4.8-2.  A  relative 
ranking  of  the  baseline  habitat  conditions  present  at  each  alternative 
are  presented  in  Table  3.8-12.  This  relative  qualitative  approach  was 
used  to  assess  cumulative  impacts  at  the  individual  12,000-acre  range 
alternatives  since  some  wildlife  species,  such  as  bighorn  sheep,  do  not 
occur  at  all  of  the  alternatives.  This  precluded  a  quantifiable 
comparison  of  cumulative  impacts  among  the  alternatives.  The 
overall  relative  cumulative  impacts  would  be  highest  at  the  Grasmere 
alternative  due  to  the  higher  diversity  of  available  habitats  and 
wildlife  species  at  that  location.  However,  the  overall  relative 
cumulative  impacts  to  the  habitat  and  wildlife  species  present  at 
Grasmere  would  be  moderate,  and  low  at  both  the  Juniper  and  Clover 
Butte  alternatives.  One  factor  that  would  have  a  significant  impact  on 
cumulative  effects  is  an  increased  rate  of  conversion  of  native  habitats 
to  annual  grasses  and  weeds.  A  disruption  or  conversion  of  the 
vegetation  communities  currently  existing  within  the  region  of 
influence  would  have  the  greatest  impact  at  the  Grasmere  alternative. 
Any  additional  loss  of  the  shrub-steppe  vegetation  community  will 
have  an  increased  impact  on  the  habitat  fragmentation  and  loss  of 
biodiversity  that  is  occurring  in  southwest  Idaho.  A  shorter  fire 
periodicity  has  converted  the  native  shrub-steppe  habitat  into  large 
expanses  of  annual  grasses  and  forbs.  These  conditions  will  remain 
regardless  if  the  ETI  proposal  is  carried  forward.  The  Air  Force  is 
attempting  to  minimize  the  potential  for  training  operations  to  ignite 
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fire  events.  Please  see  section  4.3.2.1  for  a  discussion  on  proposed 
actions  to  reduce  the  risk  of  fire  from  training  operations.  The 
cumulative  impact  from  the  proposed  ETI  range  would  be  low  to 
moderate  due  to  the  low  probability  or  potential  of  significant 
impacts.  However,  if  a  catastrophic  event  does  occur  (i.e.,  a  large 
scale  fire),  die  cumulative  impacts  could  be  significant. 

For  the  past  four  years,  the  Air  Force  has  been  conducting  studies  on 
efficient  methodologies  for  rehabilitating  native  vegetation 
communities  on  the  SCR.  The  Air  Force  is  gathering  expertise  from 
various  agencies  and  universities  to  assist  it  in  wise  resource 
stewardship  on  Air  Force  training  ranges.  This  is  in  response  to 
ongoing  training  operations. 

The  recent  trend  in  conversion  from  the  native  shrub-steppe 
vegetation  community  to  a  community  dominated  by  exotic  annual 
grasses  and  forbs  has  a  cumulative  effect  of  altering  available  habitat, 
decreasing  forage  nutritional  quality  and  quantity,  increasing  habitat 
fragmentation,  reducing  biodiversity  and  forcing  some  wildlife 
species  to  abandon  portions  of  their  existing  home  range.  Again,  this 
trend  in  converting  native  shrub-steppe  habitat  to  exotic  annual 
grasses  and  forbs  will  likely  continue  regardless  of  the  decision  on  the 
ETI  proposal. 

1192  BI-63  None  of  the  four  ETI  alternatives  includes  a  proposal  to  capture, 

handle,  or  track  bighorn  sheep 

1192  BI-64  There  is  no  evidence  that  military  aircraft  overflight  activity  causes 

long-term  stresses  on  bighorn  sheep  populations.  Please  refer  to 
section  4.8.5  of  this  EIS  for  a  discussion  of  this  topic.  Similarly,  no 
adverse  impacts  to  bighorn  sheep  or  other  wildlife  from  the  use  of 
chaff  have  been  identified.  Because  chaff  is  generally  non-toxic  and 
degrades  quickly  into  small  particles,  effects  related  to  toxicity, 
ingestion,  and  inhalation  are  not  considered  to  be  significant  impacts. 

1192  BI-65  This  EIS  did  not  state  that  Alternatives  B,  C,  or  D  would  have  no  effect 

on  wildlife.  Potential  impacts  to  wildlife  were  determined  to  range 
from  negligible  to  moderate,  depending  on  the  alternative  and 
wildlife  species  group.  Please  refer  to  sections  4.8.5  through  4.8.11  of 
this  EIS  for  the  discussion  of  potential  impacts  to  wildlife  associated 
with  each  alternative. 

1191  BI-66  There  are  several  studies  which  concluded  that  some  wildlife  species, 

such  as  bighorn  sheep  (Bleich  et  al.  1990,  Bodie  et  al.  1992,  Workman 
and  Bunch  1991a),  pronghorn  antelope  (Workman  and  Bunch  1991c) 
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and  elk  (Workman  and  Bunch  1991b)  reacted  adversely  to  helicopters 
and  occasionally  to  small  fixed-wing  overflights.  The  magnitude  and 
duration  of  the  negative  reaction  varied  with  species  and  exposure  to 
overflights.  Similarly,  some  wildlife  species  reacted  adversely  to 
human  encroachment  (people  entering  the  animals  pens).  One 
explanation  for  the  adverse  reaction  to  helicopters  and  small  fixed- 
wing  aircraft  is  the  negative  experiences  wildlife  species  associate 
with  these  types  of  aircraft.  Helicopters  have  been  used  increasingly 
by  state  natural  resource  agencies  for  annual  population  classification 
surveys  and  animal  capture  and  translocation  programs.  State  natural 
resource  agencies  are  required  to  collect  appropriate  and  sufficient 
data  to  justify  hunting  season  lengths  and  harvest  quotas  that  will  not 
jeopardize  the  continued  existence  and  reproductive  potential  of  the 
herds  subjected  to  hunting  pressures.  As  an  example,  during 
classification  surveys  for  bighorn  sheep,  helicopters  are  used  to  locate 
and  haze  groups  of  sheep  into  areas  where  biologists  aboard  the 
helicopter  can  accurately  identify  and  classify  the  age  and  sex  of  all  of 
the  members  in  that  particular  group.  This  may  require  several 
minutes  of  hazing  and/ or  hovering  in  close  proximity  to  the  group  for 
the  biologists  to  classify  all  individuals.  Similarly  during  capture 
operations,  helicopters  are  used  to  locate  and  haze  bighorn  sheep  into 
open  areas  where  a  biologist  can  fire  a  net  over  the  animal  or  fire  a 
dart  containing  an  immobilizing  agent  into  the  animal.  Bighorn  sheep 
that  have  been  hazed  for  three  to  five  minutes,  or  longer,  by  a 
helicopter  quickly  learn  to  associate  the  sound  of  a  helicopter  as  a 
threat  and  attempt  to  avoid  future  encounters  with  helicopters. 

Small  fixed-wing  aircraft  are  also  used  extensively  by  state  natural 
resource  agencies  to  collect  locational  data  on  wildlife  species.  Many 
radio  telemetry  studies  utilize  small  fixed-wing  aircraft  to  efficiently 
relocate  radio-instrumented  bighorn  sheep  (or  mule  deer,  elk, 
waterfowl,  raptors,  etc.).  Again,  the  plan  must  locate  the  individual 
animals  and  circle  above  the  animal  a  number  of  times  to  accurately 
record  the  position  of  the  animal.  This  technique  is  typically 
conducted  at  approximately  500  to  1,000  feet  AGL  and  occasionally 
elicits  a  negative  behavioral  response  from  the  radio-instrumented 
animal  and  any  conspecifics  associated  with  it. 

These  adverse  behavioral  reactions  to  helicopters  and  small  fixed- 
wing  aircraft  are  typically  a  result  of  negative  experiences  that 
animals  have  been  exposed  to.  There  is  a  negative  feedback 
mechanism  that  the  animals  associate  with  the  sound  or  sight  of 
helicopters  and  some  small  fixed-wing  aircraft.  Due  to  these  learned 
behavioral  responses,  the  Air  Force  does  not  propose  to  use  small 
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fixed-wing  aircraft  nor  does  it  propose  to  use  helicopters  except  in  life 
threatening  situations.  Since  these  types  of  aircraft  are  essentially  not 
part  of  the  proposed  ETI  range,  literature  pertaining  to  impacts  from 
helicopters  and  small  fixed-wing  aircraft  were  not  included  in  this 
EIS. 

Similarly,  many  of  the  specific  comments  raised  in  response  to 
previous  Air  Force  EIS  efforts  to  expand  training  in  Idaho  were  not 
included  in  this  EIS  since,  by  design,  these  concerns  weighed  heavily 
in  the  decisions  of  where  to  locate  proposal  alternatives  to  minimize 
or  eliminate  conflicts  with  sensitive  wildlife  species  and  their  habitats. 
Specifically,  ETI  attempts  to  decrease  noise  exposure  levels  near  the 
Owyhee  Canyonlands  by  dispersing  training  flights  in  that  area  and 
by  moving  the  proposed  impact  area  to  potential  sites  in  eastern 
Owyhee  County. 

The  information  in  the  ITR  DEIS  that  the  commentor  refers  to  are 
studies  investigating  the  impacts  associated  with  overflights  from 
helicopters  and  small  fixed-wing  aircraft.  Since  helicopters  and  small 
fixed-wing  aircraft  are  not  part  of  the  ETI  proposal,  that  literature  was 
not  relevant  and  therefore  not  included  in  the  ETI  impact  analyses. 

1191  BI-67  Several  studies  have  concluded  that  helicopters  and  small  fixed-wing 

aircraft  overflights  elicited  a  negative  behavioral  reaction  from 
bighorn  sheep.  Other  studies,  however,  have  concluded  that  bighorn 
sheep  habituated  to  low  level  military  jet  overflights  with  continued 
exposure.  Also,  Toweill  and  Bodie's  assessment  of  the  potential 
impacts  from  the  ITR  proposal  were  merely  speculative.  The  evidence 
and  conclusions  in  the  peer-reviewed  wildlife  literature  indicate  that 
bighorn  sheep  habituate  to  jet  overflights.  Also,  their  statement  that 
sheep  are  altering  their  patterns  of  distribution  due  to  jet  overflights  is 
again  speculative.  The  spring  1997 IDFG/FNAWS  lamb  survey  was 
conducted  on  the  South  Fork  of  the  Owyhee  River  (personal 
communication.  Nelson  1997).  This  survey  yielded  counts  of  over  100 
adult  sheep  with  a  lamb:ewe  ratio  of  41:100.  This  is  a  dramatic 
increase  in  sheep  numbers  in  an  area  where  a  high  number  of  low 
level  jet  overflights  currently  occur. 

1191  BI-68  BLM  has  acknowledged  and  consistently  acted  within  its  authority 

and  responsibility  for  environmental  resources  through  close 
involvement  with  all  aspects  of  NEPA  and  FLPMA  during  the  ETI 
EIAP.  As  a  cooperating  agency,  BLM  has  participated  in  the 
definition  of  direct  and  cumulative  impacts,  mitigation  by  design, 
mitigation  by  avoidance,  and  operational  mitigations. 
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1191  BI-69  Defensive  flares  released  above  700  feet  over  SCR  and  above  2,000  feet 

over  other  areas.  They  burn  out  after  descending  about  325  feet  after 
release.  In  an  extensive  literature  review  of  the  potential 
environmental  impacts  of  defensive  flares  (US  Air  Force  1997),  no 
reports  were  found  of  documented  startle  effects  or  vision 
impairments  by  wildlife  attributable  to  defensive  flare  use.  The 
distance  from  potential  wildlife  resources  and  short  duration  of 
ignition  (approximately  4  to  4.5  seconds)  associated  with  flare  use 
minimizes  the  risk  of  potential  startle  effects  or  vision  impairment. 

1191  BI-70  The  statement  about  field  notes  is  incorrect.  The  researchers  were  not 

8101  working  on  Phase  I  of  the  overflight  study.  They  were  gathering  data 

for  a  carrying  capacity  study  and  filed  a  trip  report  when  they 
returned.  The  trip  report  contained  incidental  observations  of  bighorn 
sheep  behavior  and  military  overflights.  The  statement  should  not  be 
interpreted  as  describing  direct  cause  and  effect  between  overflights 
and  sheep  behavior.  The  sheep  may  have  responded  to  the  presence 
of  the  researchers  or  some  other  factor.  For  the  same  reason,  the  Air 
Force  has  not  relied  on  reports  from  other  field  trips  for  the  carrying 
capacity  study  which  contained  incidental  observations  where  the 
bighorn  sheep  did  not  react  to  aircraft  overflights. 
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0335 

CU-1 

With  regard  to  cultural  resources,  the  Air  Force  is  complying  with 

0739 

NEPA,  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  (NHPA),  and  various 

1147 

laws  and  regulations  pertaining  to  Native  American  issues.  The 

1183 

Advisory  Council  on  Historic  Preservation  (ACHP)  encourages 

federal  agencies  to  integrate  compliance  with  NEPA  and  the  NHPA 
to  the  extent  feasible  and  to  coordinate  studies  needed  to  comply 
with  these  regulations  (36  CFR  Part  800.14[a]). 


NEPA  requires  that  the  federal  agency  proposing  an  undertaking,  in 
this  case  the  Air  Force,  collect  enough  information  to  allow  the 
decisionmaker,  in  this  case  the  Secretary  of  the  Air  Force,  to  make  a 
decision  regarding  the  alternatives.  The  sample  survey  and 
background  research  conducted  for  ETI  has  provided  sufficient 
information  to  allow  the  decisionmaker  to  weigh  the  potential 
impacts  to  cultural  resources  caused  by  each  alternative. 


The  NHPA  (see  36  CFR  Part  800.3[c])  allows  nondestructive 
planning  prior  to  an  undertaking,  as  well  as  phased  compliance  at 
different  stages  of  planning.  However,  the  Section  106  process  must 
be  completed  prior  to  the  Agency's  approval  of  the  expenditure  of 
federal  funds  on  the  undertaking.  The  Air  Force  conducted  surveys 
of  the  alternative  target  areas  as  part  of  the  planning  process  for  ETI 
and  to  comply  with  NEPA.  Before  an  undertaking  (e.g.,  target 
construction)  can  actually  begin,  cultural  resources  in  the  area  of 
potential  effect  must  be  inventoried  and  evaluated.  Adverse  effects 
to  significant  cultural  resources  (i.e.,  those  that  are  eligible  for  the 
National  Register)  must  be  avoided  or  mitigated.  The  NHPA  and  36 
CFR  Part  800  discuss  ways  in  which  adverse  effects  can  be  mitigated. 
Adverse  effects  from  ETI  would  be  mitigated  by  the  Air  Force  only 
for  significant  cultural  resources  that  fall  within  the  area  of  potential 
effect  for  the  selected  alternative.  Appropriate  levels  of  mitigation 
would  be  determined  through  consultation  among  the  Air  Force,  the 
BLM,  tire  Shoshone-Paiute  Tribes,  the  ACHP,  and  the  Idaho  SHPO. 


0338  CU-2  Native  Americans  value  traditional  lands  as  important  to  their 

0939  history,  customs,  and  beliefs.  The  Shoshone-Paiute  tribes  have  made 

it  clear  that  their  traditional  lands  include  all  of  southwest  Idaho.  In 
response  to  tribal  concerns,  the  Air  Force  and  the  Shoshone-Paiute 
Tribes  of  the  Duck  Valley  Reservation  have  signed  an  agreement 
regarding  use  of  airspace  over  the  reservation  (section  1.4.4.2).  The 
Air  Force  has  followed  the  terms  of  that  agreement  and  will  continue 
to  do  so  if  a  new  range  is  developed.  Further  details  regarding  the 
ETI  proposal  and  the  Shoshone-Paiute  Tribes  are  presented  in 
Chapters  3  and  4  of  this  EIS. 
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0357  CU-3  Distribution  of  the  cultural  resources  technical  document  (which 

8129  contains  information  about  National  Register  eligibility)  has  been 

restricted  for  reasons  of  confidentiality.  Locational  and  other 
sensitive  data  included  in  the  report  could  potentially  be  used  by 
individuals  wishing  to  vandalize  archaeological  sites. 

Confidentiality  of  Native  American  cultural  resource  information  is 
of  particular  concern  to  the  Shoshone-Paiute  Tribes.  In  cases  where  a 
report  contains  sensitive  cultural  resource  data,  restriction  of  public 
access  to  the  data  (including  exemption  from  Freedom  of 
Information  Act  requests)  is  allowable  under  the  NHPA,  ARP  A,  and 
other  laws  and  regulations.  Copies  of  the  sensitive  data  were 
supplied  to  the  federal  agencies  involved  in  the  decisionmaking  (the 
BLM  and  the  Air  Force),  to  the  Shoshone-Paiute  Tribes  at  the  Duck 
Valley  Reservation,  the  Idaho  Department  of  Lands,  and  to  the  Idaho 
SHPO. 


Under  the  NHPA,  determination  of  a  cultural  resource's  National 
Register  eligibility  is  made  by  the  lead  agencies  in  consultation  with 
the  SHPO.  The  Air  Force  and  the  BLM  had  full  access  to  all  the 
background  information  available  when  they  determined  the 
National  Register  eligibility  of  cultural  resources  potentially  affected 
by  the  ETI  alternatives.  The  Idaho  SHPO  had  access  to  the  same 
information  when  deciding  whether  to  concur  with  the 
determinations. 

0357  CU-4  Until  there  is  a  Record  of  Decision  (ROD)  for  this  EIS,  compliance 

8129  with  the  NHPA  for  the  studied  lands  is  the  responsibility  of  the 

BLM,  the  land-holding  agency.  At  the  time  the  DEIS  and  draft 
cultural  resources  report  were  written,  the  SHPO  and  BLM  had  not 
yet  reviewed  tire  Air  Force's  eligibility  recommendations,  and  it  was 
premature  for  the  BLM  to  make  formal  determinations  of  eligibility. 
Since  that  time,  these  determinations  have  been  made,  and  the  Idaho 
SHPO  has  concurred,  with  certain  stipulations.  Sections  3.9  and  4.9 
of  this  EIS  have  been  modified  to  reflect  these  changes. 

Section  106  of  the  NHPA  can  be  completed  after  the  signing  of  tire 
ROD.  NEPA  requires  that  enough  information  be  gathered  to  allow 
the  decisionmaker  to  make  an  informed  decision  concerning  the 
alternatives.  It  is  not  necessary  to  identify  or  formally  evaluate  the 
National  Register  eligibility  of  each  cultural  resource  within  the  area 
of  potential  effect  during  the  EIAP.  Not  until  after  a  ROD  is  made 
will  the  Air  Force  complete  tire  cultural  resources  inventory  of  tire 
chosen  alternative,  determine  National  Register  eligibility  for  all 
affected  cultural  resources,  and  mitigate  or  avoid  adverse  effects  to 
National  Register-eligible  cultural  resources,  thus  fully  complying 
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with  Section  106  of  the  NHPA.  Eligibility  determinations  have  been 
completed  for  all  sites  recorded  during  the  Air  Force  surveys  within 
ROI  One.  These  procedures  are  summarized  in  section  4.9.2  of  this 
EIS. 


0357  CU-5  The  areas  of  potential  effects,  equivalent  to  the  ROIs  described  in  this 

8129  EIS,  were  defined  appropriately  in  accordance  with  36  CFR  800.2(c). 

Sampling  within  a  large  area  of  potential  effect  is  an  accepted 
method  to  characterize  an  area  (cf.  40  CFR  1502.22).  As  described  in 
Chapter  2,  the  footprints  were  defined  based  on  a  300-acre  primary 
ordnance  impact  area  within  an  approximately  12,000-acre  training 
range.  Weapons  footprint  analysis  will  be  used  to  restrict  deliveries 
and  attacks  to  ensure  ordnance  will  remain  with  the  12,000-acre 
training  range  Section  2.3.2.1  discusses  evidence  from  SCR  that  over 
95  percent  of  ordnance  falls  within  300  acres  and  that  most  ordnance 
falls  within  300  feet  of  a  target.  See  section  2.3.2  and  2.3.5  for  a 
complete  discussion.  This  percentage  should  be  further  improved 
through  increased  accuracy  in  weapons  delivery  provided  by  newer 
aircraft. 


During  the  cultural  resource  survey  for  ETI  or  during  earlier  surveys, 
all  or  portions  of  the  primary  ordnance  impact  areas  within  the  three 
training  range  alternatives  were  examined.  Areas  within  each 
12,000-acre  range,  but  outside  the  primary  ordnance  impact  areas, 
have  been  examined  as  well.  In  each  case,  the  intensity  of  survey  has 
been  sufficient  to  characterize  the  density  and  types  of  archaeological 
and  architectural  resources  that  could  be  potentially  adversely 
affected. 


0357  CU-6  The  ROIs  for  the  analysis  of  cultural  resources  were  defined  in 

consultation  with  the  Idaho  SFIPO  and  BLM.  The  level  of  analysis 
for  each  ROI  is  appropriate  for  the  level  of  potential  effects 
anticipated  within  that  ROI.  Section  3.9  describes  the  data  collection 
methods  used  by  the  Air  Force  for  each  ROI.  For  Alternatives  B,  C 
and  D,  resources  outside  the  primary  ordnance  impact  area  but 
within  the  training  range  were  discussed  and  analyzed  (sections 
4.9.3, 4.9.4, 4.9.5, 4.9.6,  "ROI  One").  Cultural  resources  throughout 
Owyhee  County  were  discussed  under  ROI  Three. 

8040  CU-7  The  Air  Force  has  not  shared  cultural  resource  location  information 

with  anyone  not  authorized  to  receive  it.  Site  forms  containing 
location  data  were  distributed  outside  the  Air  Force  only  to  the 
Shoshone-Paiute  Tribes  of  the  Duck  Valley  Reservation,  the  BLM,  the 
Idaho  Department  of  Lands,  and  the  Idaho  SHPO.  Vandalism  of 
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cultural  resources  is  a  long-term  problem  in  southwestern  Idaho 
dating  back  to  the  nineteenth  century,  and  the  Air  Force  is  willing  to 
work  with  the  Tribes  and  with  the  BLM  to  find  ways  to  reduce  it. 

8040  CU-8  Section  3.9  of  this  EIS  does  not  refer  to  a  migration  theory.  The 

migration  of  the  Shoshone  and  Paiute  people  is  presented  in  the 
cultural  resources  technical  report  as  a  hypothesis  that  has  been 
proposed  by  some  archaeologists.  Other  archaeologists  disagree 
with  this  interpretation,  and  many  Native  Americans  have  expressed 
the  opinion  that  the  hypothesis  runs  counter  to  their  traditional 
beliefs.  These  various  positions  will  be  clarified  in  the  final  technical 
report. 

8040  CU-9  Archaeologists  and  other  researchers  frequently  use  GPS  to  locate 

cultural  and  natural  resources.  This  system  is  employed  because  it 
increases  accuracy  and  saves  time  and  money.  While  the  technology 
is  relatively  new,  archaeologists  have  recorded  universal  transverse 
mercator  (UTMs)  or  other  locational  data  for  many  years.  In  fact, 
without  locational  data,  site  forms  would  not  be  accepted  by  the 
BLM  or  Idaho  SHPO.  GPS  coordinates  for  archaeological  sites  also 
allow  an  accurate  assessment  of  the  impacts  of  each  alternative.  This 
location  information  is  confidential  and  is  available  only  to  the 
Shoshone-Paiute  Tribes,  the  BLM,  the  Idaho  SHPO,  the  Idaho 
Department  of  Lands,  and  the  Air  Force. 

The  Air  Force  corresponded  with  the  Shoshone-Paiute  Tribes  of 
Duck  Valley  Reservation  and  the  Shoshone  and  Paiute  Tribes  of  the 
Fort  McDermitt  Reservation  and  met  with  the  Shoshone-Paiute 
Tribes  of  Duck  Valley.  Information  gathered  during  the  process  was 
used  to  design  the  ETI  alternatives,  assess  the  environmental 
consequences  of  the  alternatives,  and  prepare  this  EIS.  A  separate 
section  in  this  EIS  details  Shoshone-Paiute  concerns  for  each 
identified  resource. 

Shoshone-Paiute  consultations  prior  to  the  commencement  of  the  ETI 
environmental  process  resulted  in  the  exclusion  of  some  potential 
range  alternatives  west  of  Highway  51.  Shoshone-Paiute  Tribal 
concerns  were  taken  into  consideration  in  the  selection  of  Juniper 
Butte  as  the  preferred  action  alternative. 

8040  CU-11  Section  3.9.1  of  this  EIS  briefly  discusses  some  of  the  issues  related  to 

the  territorial  land  claim.  It  is  beyond  the  scope  of  this  EIS  to  present 
detailed  evidence  concerning  the  status  of  territorial  land  claims,  nor 
is  it  within  the  purview  of  the  Air  Force  to  resolve  these  matters. 
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The  information  contained  in  this  EIS  regarding  traditional  cultural 
resources,  beliefs  and  practices  of  the  Shoshone-Paiute  has  been 
reviewed  by  a  person  selected  by  the  Tribes  to  ensure  that 
confidential  information  is  protected.  The  purpose  of  the 
ethnographic  studies  sponsored  by  the  Air  Force  in  cooperation  with 
the  Shoshone-Paiute  is  compliance  with  Sections  101(d)(6)  and 
110(a)(2)  of  the  National  Historic  Preservation  Act  as  they  apply  to 
existing  operations  at  Mountain  Home  AFB.  This  work,  still 
unfinished,  is  not  related  to  evaluating  impacts  from  proposed  Air 
Force  actions,  such  as  ETI.  A  promise  of  confidentiality  as  a 
condition  to  properly  conducting  the  ethnographic  work  was  made 
by  the  Air  Force  to  the  Tribe  early  in  1995  and  continues  in  effect. 

Section  3.9  includes  intangible  traditional  cultural  resources  and 
properties  in  the  definition  of  cultural  resources.  Traditional  cultural 
resources  can  be  sacred  areas  as  well  as  many  other  site  types.  The 
general  types  of  resources  and  the  concerns  of  the  Shoshone-Paiute 
relative  to  these  resources  are  addressed  in  sections  3.9.1 .3, 3.9.2.3, 
3.9.3.3, 4.9.1.1, 4.9.1 .2, 4.9.2, 4.9.3.3, 4.9.43, 4.933,  and  4.9.6.3.  A 
significant  effort  was  made  to  ensure  that  the  discussions  provided 
in  this  EIS  intangible  cultural  resources  are  accurate,  yet  do  not 
reveal  sensitive  or  confidential  information. 


0957  CU-14  Federally  recognized  Indian  tribes  are  considered  by  the  Federal 

1183  government  to  be  "quasi-sovereign  domestic  dependent  nations." 

1203  Historically,  tribal  sovereignty  has  been  interpreted  by  the  judicial, 

8066  executive,  and  legislative  branches  in  various  ways.  However,  the 

9008  principal  attributes  of  tribal  sovereignty  are  that:  1)  Indian  tribes 

possess  inherent  governmental  power  over  internal  affairs;  2)  the 
states  are  precluded  from  interfering  with  the  tribes'  self- 
government;  and  3)  Congress  has  plenary  power  to  limit  tribal 
sovereignty  (Canby  1981,  cited  in  Utter  1993). 

It  is  outside  the  purview  of  the  Air  Force  and  beyond  the  scope  of 
this  EIS  to  resolve  disagreements  over  sovereignty.  As  a  federal 
agency,  the  Air  Force  recognizes  the  Shoshone-Paiute  Tribes  of  the 
Duck  Valley  Reservation  as  a  sovereign  nation,  with  specific  rights 
and  limitations  established  by  statute,  interpretation  and  custom.  In 
recognition  of  this  status,  the  Air  Force  is  working  with  the 
Shoshone-Paiute  in  a  govemment-to-govemment  relationship,  as 
directed  by  the  President's  memorandum  on  govemment-to- 
govemment  relations  (1994)  and  as  described  in  section  1.4.4. 

Section  3.9.1  of  this  EIS  briefly  reviews  the  1863  Treaty  of  Ruby 
Valley,  the  1864  Boise  River  Treaty,  and  the  1866  Bruneau  Treaty. 
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As  stated  in  the  letter  of  June  9, 1997  from  the  Shoshone-Paiute 
Tribes,  the  Tribes  "...  still  consider  the  southern  portion  of  Idaho  to 
be  their  homeland  and  do  not  recognize  the  1985  U.S.  Supreme  Court 
decision  regarding  the  Treaty  of  Ruby  Valley  (1863)."  This  letter  also 
states  that "...  aboriginal  title  to  Southern  Idaho  was  never 
extinguished  because  the  Bruneau  and  Boise  treaties  were  never 
ratified  by  Congress,  not  was  it  extinguished  by  the  Executive  Order 
of  1877  establishing  the  Duck  Valley  Reservation."  The  Air  Force 
acknowledges  the  continued  concerns  the  Shoshone-Paiute  Tribes 
have  regarding  treaty  issues  and  questions  of  sovereignty. 

The  Air  Force  has  paid  particular  attention  to  the  concerns  of  the 
Shoshone-Paiute  Tribes  at  the  Duck  Valley  Reservation.  In  addition 
to  studies  of  the  effects  of  Air  Force  actions  on  Shoshone-Paiute 
culture,  the  Air  Force  has  conducted  extensive  consultation  with  the 
Shoshone-Paiute  Tribes  or  Tribal  representatives.  This  outreach 
process  is  summarized  in  section  1.4.4.4  of  this  EIS.  Within  most 
sections  in  Chapter  4  of  this  EIS,  subsections  directly  address  specific 
concerns  of  the  Shoshone-Paiute  Tribes.  In  addition,  the 
environmental  justice  of  the  proposed  action  is  addressed  in  section 
4.12.6. 

Analysis  of  land  use  and  transportation  (section  4.10.5)  concludes 
tirat  none  of  the  alternatives  would  have  any  effect  on  access  by 
members  of  the  Shoshone-Paiute  Tribes  of  the  Duck  Valley 
Reservation  to  locations  within  ROI  Three.  However,  public  access 
would  be  restricted  within  the  12,000-acre  proposed  training  range 
(ROI  One).  The  Air  Force  has  worked,  and  will  continue  to  work, 
with  the  Shoshone-Paiute  Tribes  to  resolve  various  issues  relating  to 
on-going  Air  Force  activities  in  southwestern  Idaho,  including  ways 
to  ensure  access  to  resources  on  existing  Air  Force  lands  that  are 
important  to  Native  Americans. 

The  document  referred  to  in  this  comment  was  not  cited,  referenced, 
or  used  in  any  way  during  the  preparation  of  this  EIS. 

As  discussed  in  section  3.9  of  this  EIS,  setting  may  be  an  important 
aspect  of  a  cultural  resource's  National  Register  eligibility.  Section 
4.9  in  this  EIS  discusses  the  potential  effects  of  aircraft  noise  on  the 
audible  setting  of  National  Register-eligible  cultural  resources  and 
on  Shoshone-Paiute  rituals  and  ceremonies.  While  solitude  and 
silence  may  sometimes  be  characteristics  that  contribute  to  the 
significance  of  a  cultural  resource,  neither  characteristic  is,  in  and  of 
itself,  a  cultural  resource.  Neither  solitude  nor  silence  are  protected 
by  existing  historic  preservation  legislation  except  as  they  relate  to 
the  setting  of  particular  cultural  resources. 
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1183  CU-19  Cumulative  impacts  are  addressed  throughout  this  EIS.  Section  2.5 

in  this  EIS  explains  that  the  assessment  of  cumulative  impacts 
focused  on  two  questions:  (1)  Does  a  relationship  exist  such  that 
impacts  from  the  ETI  project  might  affect  or  be  affected  by  impacts  of 
the  other  actions?  and  (2)  If  a  relationship  exists,  does  this 
assessment  reveal  any  new  information  of  consequence  not 
identified  when  ETI  is  considered  alone? 

Two  types  of  cumulative  impacts  are  addressed  in  this  EIS.  These 
are  cumulative  impacts  from  ground  disturbance,  human  presence, 
and  overflights  and  cumulative  impacts  from  other  foreseeable 
projects. 

Foreseeable  projects  include  an  Air  Force  communication  tower  at 
Blue  Butte;  Administrative  Transfer  of  Electronic  Combat  Emitter 
Operations;  Installation  of  Wind  Turbine  Generators,  Grasmere 
Electronic  Combat  (EC)  Site;  and  Air  Expeditionary  Force  (AEF) 
Battlelab.  As  explained  in  section  4.9.7,  activities  associated  with 
these  foreseeable  projects  would  not  disturb  known  archaeological  or 
architectural  resources  eligible  for  listing  on  the  National  Register. 
On  the  other  hand,  as  explained  in  this  EIS,  traditional  cultural 
resources  might  be  affected  by  cumulative  actions. 

Neither  the  Air  Force  communication  tower  at  Blue  Butte,  east  of 
SCR,  nor  the  proposed  Air  Expeditionary  Force  (AEF)  Battlelab 
would  be  likely  to  have  any  effect  on  Shoshone-Paiute  traditional 
cultural  resources.  Blue  Butte  lies  beyond  the  area  previously 
described  by  the  Shoshone-Paiute  as  being  sensitive  or  containing 
traditional  cultural  resources.  The  proposed  AEF  Battlelab  would  be 
located  on  Mountain  Home  Air  Force  Base  itself. 

The  Shoshone-Paiute  have  expressed  concerns  regarding  visual 
intrusions  on  sacred  sites  caused  by  the  existing  Grasmere  EC  Site. 
Additional  construction  at  the  site  would  probably  be  perceived  as 
further  intrusion.  Since  each  of  the  ETI  range  development 
alternatives  would  include  the  use  of  emitter  sites  or  other  facilities 
in  the  general  vicinity  of  Grasmere,  there  could  be  a  cumulative 
adverse  effect  on  Shoshone-Paiute  traditional  cultural  resources  or 
ceremonial  practices. 

Some  members  of  the  Shoshone-Paiute  tribes  have  expressed 
concerns  about  the  Administrative  Transfer  of  Electronic  Combat 
Emitter  Operations  to  the  Idaho  Air  National  Guard.  The  placement 
and  operation  of  the  emitters  would  be  no  different  than  that 
proposed  under  ETI;  only  the  personnel  operating  the  emitters 
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would  differ.  Any  legal  requirements  pertaining  to  the  protection  of 
cultural  resources  would  still  apply  following  the  administrative 
transfer.  However,  the  Shoshone-Paiute  are  more  familiar  with  the 
Air  Force  than  with  IDANG  and  have  an  established  relationship 
with  the  Air  Force. 

Various  sections  of  this  EIS  explain  that  existing  aircraft  overflight 
noise  and  visual  intrusions  can  and  do  have  an  adverse  effect  on  the 
solitude,  naturalness,  and  pristine  environment  that  are  important  to 
Shoshone-Paiute  ritual  practices.  The  Shoshone-Paiute  have  stated 
that  such  intrusions  may  also  harm  spirits,  plants,  and  animals. 
Tribal  representatives  have  highlighted  their  concerns  about  these 
intrusions  to  the  Air  Force  on  numerous  occasions.  Specific 
examples  of  such  intrusions  have  been  left  out  of  this  EIS  in  the 
interest  of  maintaining  confidentiality.  The  Air  Force  has  made  an 
effort  to  learn  more  about  Shoshone-Paiute  concerns,  to  reduce 
intrusions  in  some  locations,  and  to  accommodate  the  Shoshone- 
Paiute  when  they  are  holding  ceremonies.  The  Air  Force  will 
continue  these  efforts. 

The  term  "prehistory"  has  been  changed  in  this  EIS  and  in  the 
technical  report  to  "early  Native  American  history".  This  period  is 
distinguished  in  the  ETI  region  from  "recent  Native  American 
history"  and  "Euro-American  history".  Prehistory  and  history  are 
somewhat  arbitrary  distinctions  made  by  many  archaeologists  and 
historians  to  distinguish  periods  before  and  after  the  presence  of 
written  records.  Tribal  members  do  not  make  such  a  distinction,  but 
instead  see  one  long  history  that  is  described  in  their  oral  traditions. 

The  Air  Force  agrees  with  the  findings  of  the  Idaho  State  Historical 
Society  regarding  the  BLM's  determinations  of  eligibility  for  cultural 
resources  recorded  during  the  field  surveys  for  ETI.  These  findings 
have  been  incorporated  into  this  EIS  and  the  final  technical  report. 
The  Air  Force  will  provide  the  information  requested  by  the  Idaho 
SHPO  regarding  previously  recorded  sites. 

The  Table  of  Contents  refers  only  to  sections  numbered  to  the  fourth 
level.  Unnumbered  section  headings  throughout  the  document  are 
not  included  in  the  Table  of  Contents. 

This  EIS  and  final  cultural  resource  technical  report  have  been 
modified  to  reflect  this  comment  where  appropriate.  In  cases  where 
information  from  Air  Force-supported  ethnographic  studies  is 
requested,  inclusion  of  such  information  would  violate  the  promise 
of  confidentiality  the  Air  Force  made  to  the  Shoshone-Paiute  Tribes 
regarding  the  ethnographic  work. 
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Military  aircraft  have  been  overflying  southwest  Idaho  on  training 
missions  for  over  50  years.  These  aircraft  have  been  a  part  of 
southwest  Idaho  for  as  long  as  most  residents  of  the  area  can 
remember. 

Section  4.10  discusses  environmental  documentation  prepared  by  the 
BLM  supporting  WSA  recommendations  indicating  that  military 
overflights  are  not  a  reason  to  consider  the  areas  inappropriate  for 
future  Wilderness  Area  designation.  This  EIS  cites  several  BLM  Final 
Environmental  Impact  Statements  prepared  between  1987  and  1989 
including  this  EIS  for  the  Jarbidge  and  Bruneau  River  Sheep  Creek 
WSAs  and  the  Owyhee  Canyonlands  Wilderness  which  support  this 
statement. 

Sections  2.3.2  and  4.10.2.4  describe  vehicle  use  levels  associated  with 
Air  Force  training  activities.  Use  levels  would  range  from  one  or  two 
vehicles  traveling  each  training  day  approximately  50  to  200  days  per 
year  on  light  duty  roads.  On  medium  duty  roads,  a  use  level  of  as 
many  as  32  trips  during  the  week  of  range  cleanup  is  anticipated. 
These  use  levels  are  very  low  and  analyzed  in  this  EIS. 

Section  3.10.3.2  provides  a  discussion  on  the  Wilderness  Study  Areas 
and  other  special  use  areas  under  the  existing  and  proposed  airspace. 
Big  Jacks  and  Little  Jacks  Creek  WSAs  are  included  in  that 
description.  All  WSAs  were  identified  and  avoided  in  the  siting  of 
facilities.  Section  4.10  provides  an  analysis  of  overflight  impacts  to 
these  areas.  Military  training  overflights  did  not  preclude  BLM 
designations  of  WSAs  nor  Congressional  designation  of  wilderness 
status  for  resource  areas  in  Idaho  or  throughout  the  west. 

Although  there  are  no  designated  wild  and  scenic  rivers  currently 
underlying  the  existing  or  proposed  airspace,  section  3.10.3  explains 
that  121  miles  of  the  Bruneau-Jarbidge  River  system  were 
recommended  by  the  President  as  suitable  for  designation  under  the 
National  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers  Act  based  on  a  1976  Bureau  of 
Outdoor  Recreation  study.  In  addition,  approximately  223  miles  of 
streams  within  the  Owyhee  Resource  Area  were  identified  as  eligible 
for  designation  by  the  BLM.  River  segments  in  Nevada  and  Oregon 
are  also  discussed  as  potentially  eligible.  All  potentially  wild  and 
scenic  rivers  were  avoided  during  siting  of  any  ground  disturbing 
activities. 

Section  4.2.1. 4  explains  that  all  but  two  areas  in  the  airspace  would 
have  reduced  noise  as  a  result  of  selection  of  an  action  alternative. 
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Section  4.10.2.3  explains  that  the  potential  impacts  of  aircraft 
overflights  associated  with  ETI  are  not  likely  to  affect  a  river's 
eligibility  based  on  its  scenic  quality,  biological  values,  or  recreation 
values.  The  continued  and  historic  use  of  the  area  for  military  aircraft 
training  has  not  precluded  recommendation  as  wild  or  scenic  rivers 
or  resulted  in  a  determination  that  the  areas  scenic,  biologic,  and 
recreational  attributes  are  degraded  by  the  training  overflights. 

The  impacts  of  constructing  and  improving  roads,  including  the 
effects  of  hauling  gravel,  are  addressed  within  the  various  resource 
sections  of  this  EIS.  Temporary  construction  activities  and  long  term 
usage  were  assessed  for  the  following:  potential  impact  on  public  and 
Air  Force  personnel  safety  (see  section  4.3);  possible  effects  of  fugitive 
dust  as  it  relates  to  water  quality  (see  section  4.6),  air  quality  (see 
section  4.7)  and  biological  resources  (see  section  4.8);  potential  soil 
erosion  and  the  effects  on  earth  resources  (see  section  4.5) ,  water 
quality  (see  section  4.6)  and  biological  resources  (see  section  4.8); 
potential  effects  to  transportation  users  and  facilities  (see  section 
4.10);  and  possible  recreation  and  visual  impacts  (see  section  4.11). 
Impacts  related  to  increased  access  are  also  addressed  in  the 
Recreation,  Biological  Resources,  and  Socioeconomics  sections  of  this 
EIS. 

Although  some  consideration  has  been  given  by  conservation  groups, 
the  BLM  indicates  that  a  National  Conservation  Area  (NCA)  has  not 
been  formally  proposed  for  the  Owyhee  Canyon  Lands  or  the 
Bruneau  Jarbidge  area.  Section  3.10.3.2  provides  a  discussion  of  the 
special  use  areas  under  the  existing  and  proposed  airspace.  Section 
4.10  provides  a  complete  analysis  of  the  impacts  to  these  areas.  In  the 
development  of  the  proposal  to  enhance  training,  the  Air  Force  and 
cooperating  agencies  paid  special  attention  to  protect  biodiversity 
and  prevent  habitat  fragmentation.  Special  use  areas  were  avoided 
during  siting  of  facilities.  Whenever  possible,  existing  roads  have 
been  upgraded  rather  than  create  new  corridors.  Concurrent 
activities  are  underway  to  promote  reestablishment  of  native 
sagebrush  communities  in  currently  disturbed  areas. 

Section  3.10.1  presents  the  general  land  uses  under  the  existing  and 
proposed  airspace.  These  current  land  uses  include  grazing,  mining, 
and  recreation.  The  impacts  on  these  land  uses  are  provided  in 
section  4.10. 
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8130  LU-8  None  of  the  lands  to  be  withdrawn  under  ETI  are  designated  as 

WSAs  or  include  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers.  The  proposed  Jacks  Creek 
airspace  expansion  does  overlie  a  WSA.  Solitude  values  are 
recognized  as  an  evaluation  criteria  for  wilderness  designation. 
Mitigation  measures  have  been  proposed. 

1174  LU-9  Section  3.10.3.2  provides  a  discussion  on  the  special  use  areas  under 

the  existing  and  proposed  airspace.  Section  4.10.2.3  provides  a 
complete  analysis  of  the  impacts  to  special  use  areas,  including 
WSAs,  Wild  and  Scenic  Rivers,  and  other  special  land  uses.  All 
ACECs,  applicable  plans,  and  management  policies  are  presented 
specifically  in  section  3.10.2  of  this  EIS. 

1179  LU-10  The  Resource  Management  Plan  would  integrate  management 

1183  strategies  to  address  the  full  range  of  resource  concerns;  discuss 

9010  pertinent  laws  and  existing  plans,  including  the  Owyhee  County 

Land  Use  Plan;  and  identify  agencies  for  consultation  and 
coordination.  The  Owyhee  County  Commission  would  be  advised  as 
they  have  been  throughout  the  EIAP. 

1193  LU-11  All  figures  are  graphically  scaled  to  fit  a  page  so  all  information 

9010  cannot  fit  on  each  figure.  Figure  3.10-1  illustrates  the  status  of  land  in 

ROI  Three  and  Figure  3.10-2  illustrates  land  status  within  ROIs  One 
and  Two.  Figure  3.10-7  focuses  on  the  local  road  network  and 
communities  within  ROIs  One  and  Two. 


1191  LU-12  The  CEQ  regulations  require  that  an  EIS  address  possible  conflicts 

between  a  proposed  action  and  federal  land  use  policies  for  the  area 
concerned.  However,  section  4(f)  (Ihib.  L.  89-670)  is  not  applicable  to 
the  airspace  proposals  that  FAA  will  be  asked  to  approve.  Congress 
recently  specifically  addressed  the  subject  in  Section  1079  of  the  DoD 
Authorization  Act,  1998.  That  section  provides  that  "[n]o  military 
flight  operation  (including  a  military  training  flight),  or  designation 
of  airspace  for  such  an  operation,  may  be  treated  as  a  transportation 
program  or  project  for  purposes  of  section  303(c)  of  title  49,  United 
States  Code  [Section  4(f)]."  The  Senate  Armed  Services  Committee,  in 
its  report  that  addressed  this  provision,  stated  that  application  of 
Section  4(f)  to  military  airspace  proposals  is  not  consistent  with 
congressional  intent  and  that  military  overflights  are  not  a  use  of  the 
lands  protected  by  Section  4(f).  These  statements,  coupled  with  the 
legislative  action  taken  by  Congress,  demonstrate  that  Section  4(f)  is 
not  an  applicable  policy  required  by  the  CEQ  regulations  to  be 
addressed  in  this  EIS. 
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The  Air  Force  would  enter  into  an  interagency  support  agreement 
and  provide  funding  for  a  proportional  share  of  road  maintenance. 
This  agreement  would  be  in  effect  prior  to  the  beginning  of  range 
operations. 

Wilderness  Study  Areas  are  discussed  in  section  3.10  and  evaluated 
in  section  4.10  of  this  EIS.  The  evaluation  was  performed  to 
determine  if  the  proposed  action  would  negatively  affect  the  lands 
suitability  for  designation  as  wilderness  and  to  determine  if  the 
proposed  action  would  affect  management  under  the  Interim 
Management  Policy.  No  activities  would  be  expected  to  disturb  or 
alter  the  features  or  physical  resources  of  Wilderness  Study  Areas. 
The  primary  concern  would  be  impacts  to  solitude  associated  with 
military  overflight  activities. 

During  the  BLM's  wilderness  study  process  in  Idaho,  military 
overflights  were  acknowledged.  The  BLM  recognized  the  importance 
of  these  military  training  operations  for  national  defense 
preparedness  of  this  country.  The  impacts  of  the  level  of  flight 
activity  at  that  time  was  not  considered  sufficient  to  warrant  a 
nonsuitable  recommendation  for  any  of  the  WSAs  within  the 
designated  flight  operations  areas.  The  Wilderness  Act  and  the 
Federal  Land  Policy  Management  Act  (FLPMA)  do  not  discuss 
overflights  as  they  relate  to  designated  wilderness  areas  or  WSAs. 

The  BLM  does  not  control  airspace  over  public  lands.  The  BLM  does 
take  into  consideration  the  potential  changes  in  airspace  activities 
associated  with  any  land  based  activities  or  facilities  the  agency  may 
authorize. 

Impacts  associated  with  the  ETI  proposal  would  be  temporary, 
reclaimable,  and  not  constrain  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior's 
recommendations  and,  ultimately  Congress'  decision  on  Wilderness 
designation. 

As  discussed  in  section  2.3.2.3,  roads  would  only  be  used  when 
weather  and  road  conditions  permit.  The  Air  Force  would  not 
routinely  plow  or  remove  snow. 

There  are  no  federal  laws  or  regulations  that  specifically  identify 
chaff  as  litter,  or  that  even  indicate  that  the  use  of  chaff  constitutes 
littering.  The  United  States  Environmental  Protection  Agency 
(USEPA)  defines  litter  as  "The  highly  visible  portion  of  solid  waste 
carelessly  discarded  outside  the  regular  garbage  and  trash  collection 
and  disposal  system."  Chaff  fibers,  because  of  their  small  size,  while 
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1193 

9010 

LU-17 

1191 

LU-18 

1191  LU-19 


1193  LU-20 

9010 


1191  LU-21 


detectable  in  some  circumstances,  are  not  "highly  visible" 
Furthermore,  when  chaff  is  ejected  from  an  aircraft,  it  is  being  used 
for  its  intended  purpose,  and  is  not  being  "carelessly  discarded." 

A  field  study  of  two  locations  where  chaff  is  used,  including  a  desert 
location  where  chaff  has  been  used  intensively,  examined  the 
potential  for  chaff  to  accumulate  and  create  land  use  or  visual 
impacts.  Chaff  was  found  to  dispense  and  settle  over  broad  areas, 
thus  being  unnoticeable  under  most  conditions.  Occasionally, 
clumps  of  chaff  that  had  not  dispersed  properly  were  found  to  be 
visible  at  short  distances,  generally  less  than  25  feet  away.  Findings 
indicate  that  adverse  effects  on  land  use  or  visual  resources  are 
unlikely  (ACC  1997). 

Figure  3.10-7  has  been  corrected  in  this  EIS. 


ETI  is  an  entirely  new  proposal.  The  proposal  was  designed  to 
reduce  noise  throughout  the  military  training  airspace.  It  addresses 
new  locations,  and  incorporates  new  training  methods  and  tactics. 
Lessons  learned  from  previous  projects  were  incorporated  into  this 
proposal  to  balance  readiness  training  with  the  environment  and 
traditional  land  uses.  As  discussed  in  section  4.2,  noise  levels  are 
generally  reduced  throughout  the  area,  with  the  exception  of  those 
specific  points  associated  with  a  particular  range  alternative  and  the 
area  encompassed  by  proposed  airspace  expansion. 

Information  regarding  specific  attributes  of  each  of  the  WSAs  has 
been  added  to  section  3.10.3.1  of  this  EIS.  The  discussion  provided  in 
section  4.10  is  based  on  complete  analysis  of  potential  impacts  on  the 
WSAs  from  the  proposed  actions.  The  cumulative  effects  analysis  is 
provided  in  section  4.10.6.  Furthermore,  discussions  of  the  various 
specific  attributes  of  these  areas  may  be  found  throughout  the 
document,  including  biological  resources  and  recreation  and  visual 
resource  sections. 

The  Owyhee  County  Land  Use  Plan  was  reviewed  as  part  of  this 
analysis  and  its  intent  is  summarized  in  section  3.10.2.2.  The  land 
withdrawal  would  not  affect  any  privately  held  lands,  but  would 
change  the  land  management  responsibility  from  the  BLM  to  the  Air 
Force.  Also  refer  to  Response  #LU-10. 

Public  lands  of  the  United  States  have  been  managed  for  multiple  use 
for  many  years.  WSAs  are  no  exception.  Military  overflights  have 
and  do  occur  in  airspace  over  numerous  WSAs.  The  airspace 
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associated  with  the  Air  Force's  premier  training  range  for  military 
pilots,  Nellis  Range,  Nevada,  includes  a  Forest  Service  Wilderness 
Area,  a  fish  and  wildlife  refuge,  and  several  WSAs  that  serve  as 
sanctuary  for  sensitive  species.  Although  noise  from  overflights 
could  disturb  a  person's  sense  of  solitude,  overflights  are  not  a 
limiting  factor  for  designating  a  WSA  as  wilderness.  There  are  many 
WSAs  and  designated  wilderness  areas  that  are  currently  overflown 
by  military  aircraft.  The  BLM  has  already  made  its  recommendations 
for  wilderness  designation  in  Idaho.  WSAs  identified  by  the  BLM 
would  continue  to  remain  suitable  for  designation.  Also  refer  to 
Response  #LU-14  and  LU-22. 

1191  LU-22  The  ETI  proposal  has  been  analyzed  using  the  standards  and  the 

evaluation  procedures  required  as  described  in  the  BLM's  manual 
that  addresses  IMP  (H-8550-1).  As  a  cooperating  agency,  the  BLM 
has  participated  in  the  evaluation  and  analysis  of  the  ETI  proposal 
throughout  the  NEPA  process.  Public  scoping  meetings  and  public 
hearings  were  conducted  as  cooperating  agencies.  The 
environmental  analysis  was  performed  to  determine  if  the  proposed 
action  would  affect  management  under  the  Interim  Management 
Policy.  No  activities  would  be  expected  to  disturb  or  alter  the 
features  or  physical  resources  of  WSAs.  It  is  important  to  note  that 
the  airspace  is  authorized  by  the  FAA.  Noise  from  military 
overflights  is  recognized  as  detracting  from  solitude,  but  it  is  outside 
the  authority  of  the  BLM.  The  BLM  does  not  control  airspace,  does 
not  authorize  the  military  use  of  airspace,  and  does  not  control  the 
number  of  sorties  flown.  However,  the  BLM  can  often  influence 
airspace  activities  over  special  use  areas  by  working  with  the 
military. 

1191  LU-23  The  BLM  in  the  Idaho  Wilderness  Study  Report  recognized  the 

importance  of  military  training  operations,  but  did  not  consider  the 
impacts  of  the  overflights  as  sufficient  to  warrant  a  nonsuitable 
recommendation  for  any  of  the  WSAs  within  the  designated  flight 
operation  areas.  This  EIS  simply  states  that  if  these  WSAs  were 
eligible  for  designation  during  the  1976  through  1991  time  frame 
when  overflight  activities  occurred  at  similar  if  not  more  intensive 
levels  than  under  the  proposed  action,  designation  should  not  be 
precluded  under  the  proposed  action.  Also  refer  to  Response  #LU- 
14. 
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No  specific  survey  was  conducted  for  this  EIS.  However,  recreation 
use  data  and  visitor  perception  data  were  provided  by  the  BLM. 
Furthermore,  a  study  on  wilderness  visitors  perception  on  aircraft 
overflights  was  used  (USFS 1992).  In  this  study,  a  number  of  the 
visitors  surveyed  were  exposed  to  comparable  settings  to 
southwestern  Idaho. 

As  presented  in  section  4.11,  ETI  will  affect  the  areas  in  ROI  One  that 
incur  ground  disturbance  and  the  area  under  a  selected  alternative 
and  in  the  northern  airspace  extension  which  will  have  increased 
overflights.  The  Owyhee  Canyonlands  and  the  Duck  Valley 
Reservation  will  receive  fewer  overflights.  Given  the  remoteness  of 
the  area,  dispersed  recreation  use  data  are  difficult  to  estimate.  Both 
land  and  resource  managers,  BLM  and  IDFG  provided  the  most 
recent  visitor  use  data  for  the  area.  The  Idaho  Department  of 
Commerce  was  also  contacted  for  visitor  use  of  the  area,  but  does  not 
keep  track  of  dispersed  recreation  use. 

Section  4.11.2.3  provides  a  discussion  of  the  range  support  MOA 
expansion  which  includes  Little  and  Big  Jacks  Creek  WSAs.  Impacts 
to  recreation  in  WSAs  from  the  MOA  expansion  are  covered  under 
this  section.  Also  refer  to  Response  #  LU-3. 

The  Idaho  State  Centennial  Trail  is  discussed  in  this  EIS  (see  section 

3.11.1.2). 

Visual  resources  were  examined  during  the  EIAP  for  ETI.  Air  Force 
training  has  been  a  part  of  the  Idaho  environment  for  over  50  years. 
Much  of  the  training  has  occurred  over  the  Owyhee  canyonlands. 
The  addition  of  airspace  associated  with  the  ETI  proposal  provides 
opportunities  to  alter  aircraft  operations  during  seasonal  periods  of 
certain  activities.  Alternatives  B,  C,  and  D  would  add  two  aircraft 
sorties  per  day  to  the  existing  conditions.  Such  a  change,  in 
conjunction  with  additional  airspace,  would  not  significantly  affect 
the  visual  resources  of  southern  Idaho. 

The  visual  resource  analysis  for  the  proposed  ranges  and  emitter 
sites  included  both  the  BLM's  VRM  guidelines  and  a  line-of-sight  or 
viewpoint  determination.  The  combination  of  these  components 
form  the  visual  analysis  and  are  discussed  in  section  4.11  of  the  DEIS. 

This  EIS  has  been  prepared  in  accordance  with  NEPA  and  CEQ 
regulations.  Following  the  guidelines,  the  best  available  data 
regarding  recreation  use  and  opportunities,  including  hunting  and 
boating,  were  used.  Public  and  agency  concerns  regarding 
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recreation  are  found  in  Volume  2.  Possible  mitigation  measures  are 
presented  in  the  Preface  volume  and  section  2.6. 

Section  3.11.1.2  addresses  the  issue(s)  of  opportunities  for  solitude. 
This  EIS  indicates  the  expected  impacts  to  solitude  in  section  4.11.2.3. 

Section  4.11  of  this  EIS  utilizes  the  Potential  Impacts  of  Aircraft 
Overflights  of  National  Forest  System  Wildernesses  (USFS 1992)  study  as 
well  as  other  studies,  as  the  basis  for  determining  the  effects  of 
aircraft  overflights  on  people  in  a  wilderness  setting.  In  the  Forest 
Service  study,  wilderness  visitors  were  interviewed  to  assess  the 
actual  impacts  from  exposure  to  aircraft  overflights  while  using 
wilderness  areas.  Analysis  of  the  noise  environment  is  presented  in 
sections  3.2  and  4.2  of  this  EIS. 

No  defined  recreation  site  exists  in  the  area  surrounding  the  Clover 
Butte  Alternative,  however  a  float  boat  put-in/  take-out  point  is 
located  along  the  Bruneau  and  Jarbidge  rivers,  west  of  the  Clover 
Butte  range.  The  access  road  to  the  boat  point  will  continue  to 
remain  open. 

Recreation  issues  associated  with  floating  and  fishing  the  Bruneau 
and  Jarbidge  rivers  are  addressed  in  section  4.11  in  the  discussion  of 
each  alternative.  These  recreation  opportunities  would  not  change  as 
a  result  of  the  proposed  alternatives. 

Noise  issues  are  addressed  in  section  4.11  in  the  discussion  of  each 
alternative.  The  noise  environment  would  change  very  little  over  the 
existing  conditions,  except  around  the  alternative  site  and  the  range 
support  MO  A.  In  the  canyon  regions,  specifically  the  Bruneau  and 
Owyhee  rivers,  where  most  recreation  opportunities  exist  the  noise 
levels  would  decrease. 

Only  temporary  task  lighting  and  local  safety  lighting  would  be  used 
on  tire  12,000-acre  range.  Visibility  of  this  range  from  a  public  access 
point  is  limited  and  would  not  be  visible  from  within  a  canyon  area. 
As  stated  in  section  2.3.4,  night  operation  would  represent  less  than 
10  percent  of  the  total  flight  activity. 

Approximately  13  miles  of  the  Clover-Three  Creek  road  would  have 
some  improvements  performed  such  as  gravelling,  and  where 
appropriate  to  prevent  erosion,  drainage  culverts.  A  bridge  would 
be  replaced  over  Clover  Creek.  The  majority  of  road  improvements 
lead  to  emitter  sites  or  no-drop  target  areas  and  not  to  highly  used 
specific  recreation  destinations.  Since  die  Clover-Three  Creek  road 
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leads  to  Murphy  Hot  Springs,  some  increase  to  recreation  use  may 
occur  due  to  the  road  improvements.  However,  Three  Creek  is 
already  considered  a  good  access  road  compared  to  other  roads  in 
the  area.  It  is  already  able  to  accommodate  light  or  medium  duty 
travel  most  of  the  year  and  does  not  require  seasonal  limitations.  A 
substantial  portion  of  the  Clover-Three  Creek  road  would  remain 
unimproved.  With  low  visitor  use  in  the  region  and  the  roads 
recognized  quality  compared  to  other  roads,  it  is  unlikely  that 
recreation  use  would  increase  substantially  as  a  result  of  the  road 
improvements.  This  information  is  reflected  in  this  EIS. 

RV-14  Access  to  recreation  sites  would  not  be  restricted.  Changes  in 

residential  and  recreational  use  due  to  changes  in  access  as  well  as 
road  maintenance  are  discussed  in  section  4.10.  The  majority  of  road 
improvements  lead  to  emitter  sites  or  no-drop  target  areas  and  not  to 
highly  used  specific  recreation  destinations.  The  access  roads  closed 
under  any  alternatives  are  not  primary  access  roads  for  recreation  or 
residential  travel  and  are  rarely  used. 

RV-15  Sections  4.11.2, 4.11.3,  and  4.11.4  discuss  the  potential  loss  of 

primitive  recreational  land  due  to  the  proposed  target  areas.  As 
discussed,  overall,  very  little  primitive  recreational  lands  would  be 
lost  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  action. 

RV-16  As  discussed  in  section  3.11,  the  dispersed  nature  of  outdoor 

recreation  activities  and  the  remote  undeveloped  area  makes 
recreational  use  figures  difficult  to  determine.  The  recreational  use 
data  was  obtained  from  the  BLM,  IDFG,  and  from  an  independent 
study  performed  on  recreation  use  in  the  region  (BSU 1993). 

RV-17  Section  3.11  of  this  EIS  acknowledges  that  the  southern  Idaho  desert 

has  a  variety  of  physical  and  psychological  settings  that  provide  a 
primitive  recreational  experience  of  natural  beauty,  solitude,  and 
freedom  from  the  regulations  of  structured  urban  areas.  Public 
testimony  during  the  scoping  sessions  for  this  proposal  attested  to 
the  many  wonderful  attributes  and  opportunities  for  recreation  and  a 
solitude  experience  were  also  discussed  even  though  the  area  is 
located  south  of  an  existing  training  range  that  has  been  in  use  for 
over  30  years.  The  two  ROIs  used  for  the  recreation  analysis  were  for 
the  larger  land  area  affected  as  a  direct  impact  to  recreation  included 
military  overflights.  ROI  One,  which  addressed  on  range 
components  was  not  specifically  used  to  prevent  a  narrowly  focused 
look  at  a  specific  point  on  a  map.  The  recreation  section  did  not 
include  "recreational  use"  of  cultural  resources  in  ROI  One  since 
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1191 

RV-23 

1193 

RV-24 

1191 

RV-25 

Native  Americans  and  other  agencies  specifically  object  to  such 
recreation. 

The  recreation  analysis  for  this  EIS  was  not  based  on  the  ITR 
Recreation  Technical  Support  document  (TSD).  The  methodology  for 
recreation  and  visual  analysis  is  present  in  section  4.11.  The  ITR 
Recreation  TSD  was  used  only  as  a  general  background  source  of 
information.  No  specific  information  was  used,  therefore,  the  ITR 
Recreation  TSD  was  not  used  as  a  reference. 

The  reference  for  the  1976  Bureau  of  Outdoor  Recreation  can  be 
found  in  the  DEIS  Chapter  7  under  U.S.  Dept,  of  Interior,  Bureau  of 
Outdoor  Recreation.  This  citation  has  been  corrected  in  the  reference 
section  to  reflect  the  Bureau  of  Outdoor  Recreation  as  the  authors. 

All  preparers  of  this  EIS  are  highly  qualified  individuals.  The 
analyst  which  performed  the  recreation  analysis  has  over  nine  years 
of  experience. 

The  primary  purpose  of  the  BSU  survey  (1993)  was  to  determine  how 
many  people  recreate  in  certain  areas  of  southwestern  Idaho.  The 
survey  focused  on  existing  users  of  all  types.  The  recreation  analysis 
presented  in  this  EIS  uses  the  best  available  data  regarding  recreation 
use  and  opportunities.  The  BSU  survey  was  only  used  as  a  source 
for  recreation  use  figures  in  the  ETI  analysis.  Besides  using 
recreation  use  data  from  the  BSU  survey,  other  recreation  use  data 
were  gathered  from  the  BLM  and  IDFG. 

Section  3.11  has  been  modified  to  reflect  your  suggested  correction. 

The  BSU  survey  (BSU  1993)  used  random  sampling  to  gain  a 
representative  sample  of  people  recreating  in  tire  Bruneau-Jarbidge 
and  Owyhee  River  canyonland  areas.  The  U.S.  Forest  Service  study 
(1992)  and  BSU  survey  reached  similar  conclusions  in  that  people 
recreate  in  an  area  which,  although  exposed  to  aircraft,  they  still  find 
enjoyable  and  return  to. 

Figure  3.10-7  depicts  the  road  network  associated  with  the 
alternative  components. 

Section  4.11  describes  the  methodology  used  for  recreation  and 
visual  analysis.  Recreation  use  and  opportunities,  recreation 
opportunity  spectrum  (ROS),  visual  resources,  and  visual  resources 
management  (VRM)  were  all  reviewed  using  this  methodology, 
including  for  the  land  withdrawal.  A  broad  sweeping  statement  was 
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not  used  in  the  impact  analysis  for  the  land  withdrawal.  Section 
4.11.2.1  discusses  recreation  and  use  opportunities  (in  ROI  Two)  in 
regards  to  the  land  withdrawal. 
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0290 


0364 


8044 


0939 

1083 

1131 

1147 

1149 

1155 

1192 

1202 

8044 


SO-1  The  financial  data  regarding  controlled  hunts  are  not  used  in  the 

impact  analysis  because  the  recreation  analysis  found  that  there  would 
be  no  impacts. 

SO-2  No  change  in  the  population  of  the  ROI  is  anticipated  as  a  result  of  the 

proposed  action  or  alternatives,  consequently  no  new  households, 
schoolchildren,  or  use  of  community  services  such  as  schools  or 
libraries  are  anticipated. 

SO-3  The  socioeconomic  analysis  conducted  for  this  EIS  included  an 

analysis  of  the  impacts  on  the  livestock  and  grazing  industry  in  the 
region  (sections  3.12  and  4.12)  and  on  recreation  activities  in  the  region 
(sections  3.12  and  4.12). 

SO-4  The  studies  conducted  for  this  EIS  concluded  that  no  significant 

impacts  to  recreation  activities,  access  or  amenities  were  anticipated  as 
a  result  of  the  proposed  action  or  alternatives.  Impacts  to  economic 
factors  associated  with  the  recreation  industry  in  Owyhee  County, 
would  be  driven  by  substantial  changes  in  recreation  activity  by 
participants,  access  to  recreation  sites,  or  changes  to  the  amenities  (i.e., 
wildlife,  scenery)  they  value.  Because  no  such  changes  were  expected, 
no  impacts  to  recreation  businesses  or  related  economic  activity  was 
projected  to  occur. 


0363  SO-5  According  to  the  analysis,  the  ETI  proposals  would  result  in  a  general 

1179  reduction  of  average  noise  levels  throughout  the  airspace  except  in  a 

8126  few  notable  locations  where  residential  property  values  are  not  an 

issue  (i.e.,  directly  over  the  proposed  training  ranges).  Because  noise 
levels  are  expected  to  decrease  over  the  incidental  residence  or  ranch 
within  the  area,  no  analysis  of  impacts  to  property  values  as  a  result  of 
noise  was  warranted.  For  a  more  detailed  discussion  of  aircraft 
overflights  and  land  values,  please  see  Response  #  SO-12. 

0363  SO-6  The  Composite  Wing  was  established  in  1992  and  was  complete  by 

8126  1994.  From  FY92  to  FY93,  there  was  a  significant  increase  in  the 

number  of  sorties  flow,  however  from  FY93  to  FY96  the  number  of 
sorties  flown  remained  essentially  the  same.  From  1991  through  1994 
(the  period  including  and  following  the  establishment  of  the 
Composite  Wing),  recreation-related  revenues  in  Owyhee  County 
fluctuated  somewhat,  but  remained  between  $900,000  and  $1,000,000 
per  year—the  increase  in  the  number  of  sorties  flown  during  1992/1993 
did  not  seem  to  affect  recreation  activities  in  the  region.  During  1995, 
there  was  about  a  30  percent  decrease  in  recreation-related  revenues  in 
Owyhee  County  (primarily  related  to  recreation  services,  including 
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Response _ 

outfitters  and  guides),  however  these  revenues  rebounded  somewhat 
in  1996.  A  variety  of  factors  could  result  in  a  temporary  decline  in 
outfitter  and  guide  services,  including  limitations  by  the  BLM  and  low 
water  in  the  river  system. 

The  direct  quote  from  Appendix  H  is:  "The  mining  industry  maintains 
a  relatively  small  but  important  role  in  the  economy  of  Owyhee 
County."  The  $6.9  million  earnings  by  mining  represented  ten  percent 
of  county  total  earnings.  The  number  of  recreational  jobs  in  Owyhee 
County  is  only  estimated  to  be  15.  This  is  a  relatively  small  portion  of 
Owyhee  County's  approximately  3,195  jobs.  The  446  retail  trade 
employees  were  not  as  a  result  of  the  15  recreation  jobs.  Text  has  been 
added  to  Appendix  H  to  clarify  the  retail  trade  jobs. 

The  Composite  Wing  was  established  in  1992.  The  baseline  economic 
information  presented  in  this  EIS  includes,  for  most  parameters,  1990 
Census  data  and  several  subsequent  years,  including  the  years  of  the 
Composite  Wing  build-up.  Not  all  of  this  data  is  presented  in  table 
form,  therefore  the  reader  must  read  the  text  in  addition  to  reviewing 
the  tables  in  order  to  get  a  complete  understanding  of  the  baseline 
economic  conditions. 

The  total  number  of  AUMs  on  each  affected  allotment  was  provided 
by  the  BLM.  This  data  is  presented  in  Table  3.12-15  of  this  EIS.  In 
order  to  determine  the  number  of  AUMs  on  the  specific  portion  of 
each  allotment  located  within  the  12,000-acre  range,  it  was  assumed 
that  the  AUMs  were  evenly  distributed  throughout  the  allotment.  The 
cow-calf  budgets  used  in  the  analysis  were  provided  by  the  Owyhee 
County  Extension  Agent  and  provide  values  for  gross  receipts  and 
operational  costs  on  a  per  head  basis.  It  is  believed  that  this  data  is 
representative  of  livestock  operations  in  the  region. 

The  regional  economic  impacts  addressed  in  livestock  grazing  assume 
"removal  of  the  12,000  acres  in  its  entirety  from  existing  grazing 
allotments.  Use  of  the  affected  lands  for  grazing,  following 
acquisition,  would  lessen  or  eliminate  the  livestock  industry  impacts." 
In  regional  economic  terms,  this  means  that  the  worst  case  for  an 
operator  would  be  removal  of  all  12,000  acres.  Approximately  11,000 
acres  of  the  12,000  acres  would  continue  to  be  part  of  regional  grazing. 
For  the  region  as  a  whole,  the  proposed  action  would  remove  only 
approximately  1,000  acres  from  grazing.  The  direct,  indirect,  and 
induced  impact  to  economic  activity  from  a  loss  of  approximately 
1,000  acres  of  rangeland  would  total  less  than  one-fifth  of  a  employee 
when  all  impacts  to  trucking,  feed  production,  feedlot  usage,  etc.  are 
included.  This  total  regional  impact  was  believed  to  be  not  significant 
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Response 


and  this  EIS  focuses  on  the  specific  impacts  to  an  individual  rancher. 
An  expanded  economics  section  in  this  EIS  identifies  and  quantifies 
livestock  industry  concerns  and  explains  the  low  total  impact.  In 
addition,  the  expanded  economics  section  more  thoroughly  quantifies 
the  economic  benefits  to  the  region  from  construction  and  operation  of 
a  new  range. 

1173 
1179 
1193 
9010 


0363 
1192 

regional  socioeconomic  implications  of  project  construction  and 
operation. 

Projected  reduction  in  noise  around  the  Duck  Valley  Reservation  and 
in  the  majority  of  Owyhee  County  associated  with  a  new  range  is 
described  in  section  4.2.  There  is  no  quantifiable  economic  benefit  that 
can  be  attributed  to  this  reduction  in  noise  just  as  there  is  no 
quantifiable  cost  that  can  be  attributed  to  any  increase  in  noise  in  a 
rural  setting. 

Commentors  on  the  DEIS  expressed  concern  that  aircraft  overflights 
could  affect  land  values.  The  question  of  aircraft  overflights 
potentially  affecting  land  values  has  been  asked  in  many  locations 
throughout  the  nation.  In  some  urban  locations,  documentation  has 
been  prepared  that  seeks  to  quantify  the  economic  impacts  of  aircraft 
overflight  to  urban  land  values.  This  documentation  deals  with 
aircraft  noise  around  airports  in  an  urban  setting.  Some  quantification 
has  been  performed  but  the  variability  of  land  and  land 
improvements,  even  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  scheduled  and  direct 
overflights  near  airports,  has  made  it  extremely  difficult  to  document 
land  value  changes  attributable  to  airport  activity. 

In  a  rural  setting,  any  increase  in  daily  aircraft  overflights  from,  for 
example,  5  to  10  overflights  at  a  distance  anywhere  between  500  feet  to 
many  miles,  may  or  may  not  be  discernible.  Where  there  is  an  ability 
to  discern  that  there  is  a  change  in  non-airport  overflight  activity. 


SO-11  Not  more  than  two  or  three  BLM  allotments  will  be  affected  by  a 

selected  alternative.  The  Air  Force  has  agreed  to  work  directly  with 
the  ranchers  potentially  disrupted  by  a  new  training  range.  Detailed 
agreements  between  the  Air  Force  and  the  affected  ranchers  will 
include  a  real  estate  agreement  to  be  completed  in  concurrence  with  a 
ROD.  This  agreement  will  include  language  to  address  road  use, 
disruption  to  operations,  cattle  movement,  and  water  pipelines.  The 
agreement  will  not  include  details  on  hiring  employees  or 
management  of  those  employees  by  specific  ranchers. 

SO-12  Public  and  agency  comments  on  the  DEIS  requested  an  expanded 

economic  analysis.  This  EIS  contains  expanded  analysis  that  describes 
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1179  SO-13 


1193  SO-14 


1183  SO-15 

1193 

9010 


1131  SO-16 


1182  SO-17 


existing  variability's  in  land  location  and  improvements  make  it 
impossible  to  quantify  any  potential  difference  believed  to  be 
associated  with  aircraft  overflights. 

Given  the  very  rural  nature  of  the  area  and  the  sporadic  nature  of 
overflights  within  a  MOA,  changes  to  aircraft  overflights  are  not 
projected  to  produce  measurable  impacts  upon  the  economic  value  of 
land  beneath  the  MOAs. 

The  BLM,  other  offices  within  the  Department  of  the  Interior,  and  the 
Air  Force  will  be  drafting  language  for  consideration  by  Congress  for 
the  land  withdrawal.  The  terms  of  the  withdrawal  will  be  specified  in 
that  language  and  this  comment  will  be  taken  into  account. 

PILT  revenues  are  projected  to  decline  by  less  than  one  percent.  This 
decline  represents  less  than  one-tenth  of  one  percent  of  Owyhee 
County  revenues.  See  section  4.12. 

An  economic  analysis  of  the  potential  impacts  associated  with  ETI  was 
conducted  and  included  discussion  of  both  Owyhee  and  Elko 
counties.  The  results  of  the  socioeconomic  analysis  indicated  that 
negligible  long-term  impacts  to  employment  and  population  were 
likely  to  occur,  therefore  specific  analyses  of  each  community  (e.g., 
Bruneau)  within  the  counties  was  not  considered  necessary. 

Humboldt  and  Malheur  counties  are  partially  located  under  affected 
airspace,  however  they  are  outside  the  area  expected  to  experience  any 
measurable  socioeconomic  effects  and  were  not  included  in  the 
socioeconomic  ROI.  Socioeconomic  analysis  of  existing  conditions  and 
potential  impacts  at  Duck  Valley  Reservation  are  included  in  sections 
3.12.7  and  4.12.6.  Additional  detail  regarding  Native  American 
populations  residing  in  potentially  affected  regions  under  the  airspace 
are  included  in  this  EIS. 

The  biological  resources  analysis  conducted  for  the  DEIS  concluded 
that  no  significant  impact  to  bighorn  sheep  in  Owyhee  County  were 
anticipated  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  action  or  alternatives. 

Therefore,  an  analysis  of  the  value  of  the  bighorn  sheep  population  in 
Owyhee  County  was  considered  to  be  outside  the  scope  of  this  study. 
Refer  to  section  3.12.6  in  the  DEIS  for  information  regarding  hunt 
permit  revenues  and  other  hunting  and  recreation-related  economic 
activity. 

The  Air  Force  has  been  sensitive  to  environmental  justice  concerns 
associated  with  ETI  impacts.  Environmental  justice  issues  are 
addressed  specifically  in  section  4.12.6  and  the  various  resource 
sections. 
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LIST  OF  ACRONYMS  AND  ABBREVIATIONS 


AAA 

Anti-Aircraft  Artillery 

DEQ 

Division  of  Environmental 

AAMRL 

Armstrong  Aerospace  Medical 

Quality 

Research  Laboratory 

DNL 

Day-Night  Average  Sound  Level 

ACC 

Air  Combat  Command 

DoD 

Department  of  Defense 

ACCI 

Air  Combat  Command  Instruction 

DODI 

Department  of  Defense  Instruction 

ACEC 

Area  of  Critical  Environmental 

DOI 

Department  of  the  Interior 

Concern 

DOT 

Department  of  Transportation 

ACHP 

Advisory  Council  on  Historic 

DRMO 

Defense  Reutilization  and 

Preservation 

Marketing  Office 

ACM 

Air  Combat  Maneuver 

DRMS 

Defense  Reuse  Management 

AEF 

Air  Expeditionary  Force 

System 

AESO 

Aircraft  Environmental  Support 

EA 

Environmental  Assessment 

Office 

EBS 

Environmental  Baseline  Survey 

AFB 

Air  Force  Base 

EC 

Electronic  Combat 

AFI 

Air  Force  Instruction 

EDR 

Environmental  Data  Resources,  Inc. 

AFP 

Air  Force  Pamphlet 

EED 

Electroexplosive  Devices 

AFOSH 

Air  Force  Occupational  Safety  and 

EIAP 

Environmental  Impact  Analysis 

Health 

Process 

AFR 

Air  Force  Regulation 

EIS 

Environmental  Impact  Statement 

AGL 

Above  Ground  Level 

EO. 

Executive  Order 

AIRFA 

American  Indian  Religious 

EOD 

explosive  ordnance  disposal 

Freedom  Act 

EPCRA 

Emergency  Planning  and 

ANG 

Air  National  Guard 

Community  Right-to-Know  Act 

AQCR 

Air  Quality  Control  Region 

ESA 

Endangered  Species  Act 

ARPA 

Archaeological  Resources 

ESII 

Envirosafe  Services  of  Idaho 

Protection  Act 

ETI 

Enhanced  Training  in  Idaho 

ARTCC 

Air  Route  Traffic  Control  Center 

EUA 

Exclusive  Use  Area 

AST 

Aboveground  Storage  Tank 

F 

Fahrenheit 

ATC 

Air  Traffic  Control 

FAA 

Federal  Aviation  Administration 

ATCAA 

Air  Traffic  Control  Assigned 

FEBA 

Forward  Edge  of  Battle  Area 

Airspace 

FEIS 

Final  Environmental  Impact 

AUM 

Animal  Unit  Month 

Statement 

AWACS 

Airborne  Warning  and  Control  System 

FEMA 

Federal  Emergency  Management 

BAM 

Bird  Avoidance  Model 

Agency 

BASH 

Bird- Aircraft  Strike  Hazard 

FFCA 

Federal  Facilities  Compliance  Act 

BBS 

Breeding  Bird  Survey 

FICON 

Federal  Interagency  Committee  on 

BDU 

Bomb  Dummy  Unit 

Noise 

BHB 

Bruncan-Hardtrigger-Buncelvoir 

FIFRA 

Federal  Insecticide,  Fungicide  and 

BIA 

Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 

Rodenticide  Act 

BLM 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

FIP 

Federal  Implementation  Plan 

BOR 

Bureau  of  Reclamation 

FIS 

Flood  Insurance  Study 

BP 

Babbington-Piline 

FLPMA 

Federal  Land  Policy  and 

BSU 

Boise  State  University 

Management  Act 

CAA 

Clean  Air  Act 

FMZ 

Fire  Management  Zone 

CaO 

calcium  oxide 

FONSI 

Finding  of  No  Significant  Impact 

cc 

cubic  centimeters 

FTRC 

Fallon  Training  Range  Complex 

CCD 

Census  County  Division 

FY 

Fiscal  Year 

CDNL 

C-Weighted  Day-Night  Average 

GAP 

Gap  Analysis  Project 

Sound  Level 

GCI 

Ground  Control  Intercept 

CDP 

Census  Designated  Place 

GIS 

Geographic  Information  System 

CEQ 

Council  on  Environmental  Quality 

GYE 

Greater  Yellowstone  Ecosystem 

CERCLA 

Comprehensive  Environmental 

HAP 

High  Accident  Potential 

Response  Compensations  and 

HASP 

Health  and  Safety  Plan 

Liability  Act 

HAZMAT 

Hazardous  Materials 

CERFA 

Comprehensive  Environmental 

HMA 

Herd  Management  Area 

Response  Facilitation  Act 

HSV 

Hardtrigger-Snowmore-Vickery 

CFR 

Code  of  Federal  Regulations 

ICDC 

Idaho  Conservation  Data  Center 

CO 

carbon  monoxide 

IDANG 

Idaho  Air  National  Guard 

CT 

Continuation  Training 

IDARNG 

Idaho  Army  National  Guard 

CWA 

Clean  Water  Act 

IDFG 

Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and 

CWT 

Composite  Wing  Training 

Game 

dB 

Decibels 

IDHW 

Idaho  Department  of  Health  and 

dB(A) 

decibel  (A-weighted) 

Welfare 

dB(C) 

CDNL  in  units  of  decibels 

IDWR 

Idaho  Department  of  Water 

DEIS 

Draft  Environmental  Impact 

Resources 

Statement 

IDL 

Idaho  Department  of  Lands 

IFR 

Instrument  Flight  Rules 

LIST  OF  ACRONYMS  AND  ABBREVIATIONS  (continued) 


IMACS 

Intermountain  Antiquities 

POU 

Place  of  Use 

Computer  Survey 

ppb 

parts  per  billion 

IMP 

Interim  Management  Policy 

ppm 

parts  per  million 

INPS 

Idaho  Native  Plant  Society 

PSD 

Prevention  of  Significant 

IR 

Instrument  Route 

Deterioration 

IRA 

Indian  Reorganization  Act 

psf 

per  square  foot 

ISHS 

Idaho  State  Historical  Society 

RANS 

Range  Squadron 

ITD 

Idaho  Transportation  Department 

RAPCON 

radar  approach  control 

ITR 

Idaho  Training  Range 

RCRA 

Resource  Conservation  and 

KTAS 

Knots  True  Airspeed 

Recovery  Act 

kW 

kilowatt 

RF 

Radio  Frequency 

Ldn 

Day-Night  Average  Sound  Level 

RMP 

Resource  Management  Plan 

Ldnmr 

Onset  Rate-Adjusted  Monthly  Day- 

RNA 

Research  Natural  Area 

Night  Average  Sound  Level 

ROD 

Record  of  Decision 

Lmax 

maximum  sound  level 

ROI 

Region  of  Influence 

MAILS 

Multiple  Aircraft  Instantaneous 

ROS 

Recreation  Opportunity  Spectrum 

Line  Source 

RRP 

Rubbleland-Rock  outcrop-Pachic 

MCI 

Major  Command  Instructions 

Argixerolls 

MCL 

maximum  contaminant  level 

RRTAC 

Raptor  Research  and  Technical 

MFP 

Management  Framework  Plan 

Assistance  Center 

mg/l 

milligrams  per  liter 

SAC 

Strategic  Air  Command 

mm 

millimeter 

SAM 

Surface  to  Air  Missile 

MOA 

Military  Operations  Area 

SCR 

Saylor  Creek  Range 

MRNMAP 

MOA  Range  NOISEMAP 

SCS 

Soil  Conservation  Service 

MRU 

Military  Radar  Unit 

SEAD 

suppression  of  enemy  air  defenses 

MSL 

Mean  Sea  Level 

SECAF 

Secretary  of  the  Air  Force 

MTR 

Military  Training  Route 

SEL 

Sound  Exposure  Level 

MUA 

Multiple  Use  Area 

SHPO 

State  Historic  Preservation  Officer 

NAAQS 

National  Ambient  Air  Quality 

SIP 

State  Implementation  Plan 

Standards 

SO2 

Sulfur  Dioxide 

National 

SRMA 

Special  Recreation  Management 

Register 

National  Register  of  Historic  Places 

Area 

NATO 

North  Atlantic  Treaty  Organization 

SRP 

Snake  River  Plain 

NAWC 

Naval  Air  Warfare  Center 

SUA 

Special-Use  Airspace 

NCA 

National  Conservation  Area 

SWDA 

Solid  Waste  Disposal  Act 

NDOW 

Nevada  Department  of  Wildlife 

TCP 

Traditional  Cultural  Property 

NAFR 

Nellis  Air  Force  Range 

TDS 

total  dissolved  solids 

NAGPRA 

Native  American  Graves  and 

THC 

Total  Hydrocarbons 

Repatriation  Act 

T.O. 

Technical  Order 

NCDC 

National  Climatic  Data  Center 

TSCA 

Toxic  Substance  Control  Act 

n.d. 

no  date 

TSD 

treatment,  storage  or  disposal 

NEPA 

National  Environmental  Policy  Act 

TSP 

Total  Suspended  Particulates 

NGB 

National  Guard  Bureau 

USACE 

United  States  Army  Corps  of 

NHPA 

National  Historic  Preservation  Act 

Engineers 

NM 

Nautical  Miles 

use 

United  States  Code 

NO2 

Nitrogen  Dioxide 

USEPA 

United  States  Environmental 

NOI 

Notice  of  Intent 

Protection  Agency 

NPS 

National  Park  Service 

USFS 

United  States  Forest  Service 

NWI 

National  Wetlands  Inventory 

USFWS 

United  States  Fish  and  Wildlife 

O3 

Ozone 

Service 

ODFW 

Oregon  Department  of  Fish  and 

USGS 

United  States  Geological  Survey 

Wildlife 

UTTR 

Utah  Test  and  Training  Range 

OGOI 

Operation  Group  Operating  Instruction 

VCA 

Vertebrate  Characteristics  Abstract 

OHV 

off-highway  vehicle 

VFR 

Visual  Flight  Rules 

ONA 

Outstanding  Natural  Area 

VOC 

Volatile  Organic  Compounds 

ORE 

Operational  Readiness  Exercise 

VR 

Visual  Route 

ORI 

Operational  Readiness  Inspection 

VRM 

Visual  Resource  Management 

PAA 

primary  assigned  aircraft 

WSA 

Wilderness  Study  Area 

Pb 

Lead 

wz 

Wickahoney-Zecanyon 

PBR 

Precision  Bombing  Range 

PCB 

polychlorinated  biphenyl 

PEL 

Permissible  Exposure  Limit 

PILT 

Payments  in  Lieu  of  Taxes 

PL 

Public  Law 

PM10 

particulates  less  than  10  microns  in 

diameter 

POD 

Point  of  Diversion 

